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HEARINGS ON A BILL TO MAKE PERMANENT
" CERTAIN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

TUESDAY, ‘MARCH 6, 1984
_HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, .

SuBCOMMJTTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,

;s AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, “~—

CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, .

. X Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:20 am., in room’
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins {chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Perkins, Miller, Burton, Good-
ling, Packard, and Gunderson. ‘

. Staff present: John F. Jennings, majority counsel; Joleen Freder-
ick, legislative specialist; and Mary Jane Fiske, Reoublican senior
legislative associate. o / '

Chairman Perxins. The committee will cope to order.

This morning we will hear testimony concerning HR. 7, 2 bill to .
extend five child putrition Programs which will expire at the end
of fiscal year 1984. These programs include the Women, Infants
and Children Feeding Program [WIC), the Commodity Distribytion
‘Program, the Summer Feeding Program, State Administrative Ex-
penses, and the Nutrition Education and Training Program [NET].

We hope the testimony this morning will indicate how these pro-

* grams are working and whether any changes need to be made in

these programs when e reauthorize them. ‘

[Text of H R. 7 follows:] ’ -

(1
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« To make permanent certain of the authorizations of appropriations under the

National School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1838.

- . ¢

t -IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

" Jm.uv 8, 1883

Mr. PERKINS mu'oducedthelollo\ﬁagbm whith was refenedwdn(‘,ommm
on Education and Labor

A BILL

To make.permanent certain of the suthorizations of appro
ations under the Nasional School Lunch Act and the Chil
Nutrition Act of 1963. -~

1 Be it enacted byj the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 SECTION 1. (s) Section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of
4 1963 (42 U.S.C. 1786) is amended—
5 (1) in subsection (cX2) by striking o‘qt “ending on
6 or before September 30, 1984""; .

oo~ 7 (2) in subsection (g) by.inserting “‘and such sums
8 as may be necessary in each of the succeeding fiscal
9

years” aiter “Seplenber 30, 1084,”; and
- <
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"9 . _ 1
(@) in subsection (bX2) by striking out “of the
fiscal years 1979 through 1884" and inserting im lieu
thereof “fiscal year”. _

(b) Section () of the Child Nutrition Act of 1863 (42
U.S.C. 17766 is smendsd by striking out “the fisoal years
beginning October 1, 1977, and ending September 30,
1984"mdmserﬁnginﬁeuthemof“eachﬁsedyear” .

{c) Section 196)(2) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1963
(42 U.S.C. 1788G)2)) is amended—

‘(1) by striking out in.the first sentence *‘ending,on
or before September 80, 1984”; and ) \

(2) by striking out in the mond sentence “‘and
not more than $5,000,000” and msemng ﬁ lieu there-
of “and such sums as may be neeessary”’.

" Sec. 2. (a) Soction 13(p) of the National School Lunch
Act +'2 USC 1761(p) is amended by striking out “the
fiscal years begmmng October 1, 1977, and ending
ber 30, 1984,” snd inserting in Leu thereof ° ‘each

1"

yedr .

) Section 14() of the National School Lunch Act (42
U.S.C. 1762a(s)) is amended by striking out “, during the
period beginning July 1, 1974, and ending September 30,
1984’ and inserting in lieu thereof “for each fiscal year’.

HR 7 IH
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Chairman Pegrkins. This morning we have two distinguished wit:
nesses: Mr. Robert Leard, Associate Administrator, Food and Nu-
trition Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and Superintend-
eat Alice McDonald from the Kentucky Department of Public In-
struction. I look forward to hearing their testimony.

. I ;lon't think Mrs. McDonald is here yet, is she? Has anyone seen

er - . .

All right. We will hear from sou first this morning, Mr. Leard.
lde?tify yourself for the record and proceed in any manner you
prefer.

[Prepared statement of Robert Leard follows:]

PREPARED Sr.amm of RoserT E. LeARD, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE FoOD AND
- Nutrsmion Sgavice, US. DkPART™MENT OF AGRICULTURE, .

Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the invitation to
offer the Administration’s comments on H.R. 7, your bill to’' make permanent sever-
al expiring authorizations for appropriations related to the Child Nutrition Pro-
grams administered by the Food and Nutrition Service. Your Subcommittee's stew-
ardship role for Child Nutrition ngﬂ-ams is an important one, and we want to con-
tinue workirels closely with you in the weeks ahead as necessary re-authorizations
are considered.

I am accompanied today by Mr. Georg:- Braley, our Deputy Administrator for Spe-
“ial Nutrition . )

H.R. 7,would make permanent five p : the WIC , the Summer
Feeding Program, State Administrative Expenses, the Nutrition Education and
Training Program, and the Commodity Distribution Program, which provides sup-
port to other food programs.

With the exception of the Nutrition Education'and Training Program, which we
believe should be discontirued and the Summer Food S¢-vice Program, which we
would blend into a8 non-school food program grant, the Ad...inistration recommends
short-term, rather than permanent, re-authorizationg. It is important, we believe, to
retain the mechanism of re-authorization, so that regilar reviews and appraisals of
programs eflectiveness will occur. While it is true that authorizations can be
changed at any time if the need is pressing, periodic re-authorizations are valuable
because they create the occasion for a thorough review of program operations, prob-
lems and effectiveness. Instead of waiting until programs reach the crisis rtage, re-
medial action can be triggered by regular re-authorization, so that programs are
kept more nearly in accord with current requirements.

n addition to this general preference for periodic, rather than permanent, au-
.thorizations, we have concerns about each of the p addressed in the bill
which, we believe, underscore the need for careful, ar review.

While it has begun 1o stabilize, the Supplemental Food Program for Women, In-
fants, and Children (WIC) has expanded rapidly during the past ten years. A magor
USDA evaluation of WIC is presently underway, and results will not be available
until later this year. Also, there is a study of WIC Program participant characteris-
tics not scheduled for completion until next year. A third study, directed at examin-
ing the WIC potential turget pepulation, will not be finished until next year. In view
of the fact that WIC has now grown to the point where it serves approaimately one-
fifth of the infants boin each year, it seems prudent to leave o?portunities open for
changes in program design, should they be warranted. Therefore, we believe that
permanent re-authorization is particularly unwise for WIC.

HR 7 also permanently re-authorizes the State Administrative Expenses Pro-
gram (SAE), which p.ovides administrative funds to State agencies that administer
the Child Nutrition Programs. We have some concern, as do some of the States,
ubout the appropriateness of the present SAE distribution formula. It appears that
the current metﬁod meets the needs of sume States while overcompensating others
and undercomnpensating stll others. We intend to thoroughly examine the current
SAE formulu, the usage of funds, and pruvisions for carryover, and this may lead to
recommended alternative methods for SAE reimbursemernt. We do not believe that
it would be wise to permanently authori.e the present SAE distribution fi .

Since 1977 the Nutrition Education and Training Program (NET) has operated (o
provide seed money to Siate agencies to heig them begin or augment existing Nutri-
tion Education Programs. With State programs now wel! established and the total
level of suppurt quite fow (at 85 million), we belicve it is time for the States to

' ‘9
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assume funding responsibilities. We propose that NET be discontinued as a Federsl
P , rather than being permunently authoriged as proposed under H.R. 7.
%Emmm:'smmmmmmmmm? Service and
Child Care Food Program into a NonSchool Program Grant to statés. This grant
would permit Ststes tor flexibility to design assistance for meals
served outside a . States would no longer have to apply a complex vet
of reimbursement rates dr comply with cumbersome federal regulatory require-

menta. '

In addition, while legislative changes have improved the accountability of the
SummergeoodrServwa rogr .meummofw pmdudeségmncet;xhat
program benefits go to income children. ibili déstablished i-
e g Erobiors pos Jeeloming thess nomachocl food B ms“‘“m?‘ﬁ idress

e 1) ,

mﬁ;bmn tion Program, which provides support to the other food

rograms in the omddonntadwmmo&iﬁu,hﬂwﬁﬁhmﬁchbaﬁecwd
y & permanent re-authorization under the provisions of H.R. 7. ntly, an eval-

uation of this is being conducted to test the feasibility of providing cash-in-
lieu of mmmos:'t.ies or m&ty letters of credit. Since the evaluation is not com-
plete and imoummemuummhmthemmdtm prmm
we feel it would be inappropriste to ; t huthorization of the above-
mentioned statutory provisions. .

We do not remmmed‘. however, ‘re-authorizing the Eiderly Feeding Commodity
Program. The President’s b proposes to fund elderly feeding in the De
ment of Health and Human Services, which already administers the main e y
nutrition program. Under the Older Americans Act, 8 mechanism will be provided
to allow smmwmntinqureeeivecommodmeainstesdofmshiftheysodesim.

Mr, Chairman, because of these considerations, we believe that it would be pru-
dent for the Committee to re-authorize the WIC, SAE, and Commodity Distribution
Progriffis for one year only. We recommend that the NET and the Summer Food
SewiceProgmmnotbemuthorimd,andumtthelatterbereptmedbyanom
school program grant so that States can develop their own programs.

Thnnkhyou for listening to our views. If you have questions, I will be happy to
answer them. )

STATEMENT OF ROBERT LEARD, ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND
NUTRITION SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, AC.
COMPANIED BY GEORGE BRALEY, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR
FOR SPECIAL NUTRITION PROGRAMS '

Mr. Learp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Robert Leard, the
Administrator of the Food Nutrition Service, Department of i-
culture. I am accompanied by Mr. George Braley, our Deputy Ad-
ministrator for Special Nutrition Programs. H‘; has cognizance
over the programs you will be discussing.

Thank you for t%e invitation to offer th. administration’s com-
ments on H.R. 7, your bill to make permanent several expiring au-
thorizations for appropriations related to the child nutrition pro-
grams administered by the Food and Nutrition Service. Your com-
mittee has stewardship for child nutrition programs and we want
to continue to work closely with you in the weeks ahead as neces-
sary reauthorizations are considered. ‘

R. 7 would make permanent five programs: the WIC Program,
the Summer Feeding lgerogram. State Administrative Expenses, the
Nutrition Education and Training Program, and the Commodity
Distribution Program which provides support to other food pro-
grams.

With the exception of the Nutrition Education and Training Pro-
gram, which we believe should be discontinued and the Summer
Food Service Program, which we would blend into a nonschool food
program grant, the administration recommends short-term, rather
than permanent, reauthorizations.

10
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It is important, we believe, to retain the mechanism of reauthor-
ization, so that reviews and appraisals of program effective-
-ness will occur, While it is true that authorizations can be changed
at any time if the need is pressing, periodic reauthorizations are
valuable because they create the occasion for a thorough review of
prgram operations, problems and effectiveness. Instead of waiting
until problems reach the crisis stage, remedial action can be trig-
gered by regular reauthorization so that programs are kept more
nearly in accord with current requirements. :

In addition to this general preference for periodic rather than
permanent authorizations, we have concerns ut each of the pro-
grams addressed in the bill which we believe underscore the need
for careful, regular review. ,

While it has begun tg stabilize, the %xlpé)lemental Food Program
for Women, Infants and Children, the . has expanded
rapidly duringthe past 10 dyears A major USD uation of WIC
is presently underway and the results will pot be available until
. later this year. Also there is a study of WIC Program participant
characteristics that is not scheduled for completion until next year.

A third study, directed at examining the WIC potential target
population will not be finished until next vear. In view of the fact
thahWIC has now grown to the point where it serves approximate-
ly oe&ifth of the infants born each year, it seems prudent to leave
opportunities open for changes in program design, should they be
warranted. Therefore, we believe that permanent reauthorization
is particularly unwise for WIC.

.R. 7 also permanently reauthorizes the State Administrative
Expenses Program, which provides administrative funds to State
agencies that administer the child nutrition programs. We have
some concern, as do some of the States, about the appropriateness
of the present SAE distribution formula. It appears that the cur-
rent method meets the needs of some States while overcompensat-
ing others and undercompensating still others:

We intend to thoroughly examine the current SAE formula, the
usage of funds and provisions for carryover. This may lead to alter- .
native methods for gAE reimbursement. We du not believe it would
be \Imse to permanently authorize the present SAE distribution for-
muia. .

Since 1977 the Nutrition Education and Training Frogram [NET]
has operated to provide seed money to State agencies tc help them
begin or augment existing Nutrition Education Programs. With
State programs now well established and the total level of support
quite low, at $5 million, we believe it is time for the States to
assume funding responsibilities. We propose that NET be discontin-
ued as a Federal program rather than be permanently authorized
as proposed under HR. 7. :

The Department's budget proposes to consoligate the Summer
Food Service and Child Care Food Programs into a nonschool pro-
gram grant to the States. This grant would permit states greater
flexibility to design assistance programs for meals served outside a
school setting. States would no longer have to apply a complex set
of reimbursement rates or comply with cumbersome Federal regu-
latory requirements.

']
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In addition, while legislative cham improved the account-

. ability of the Summer Food Service , the nature of the pro-
gram precludes assyrance that program.benefits go to low-income
children., Eligibility is established b jeugraphical area, rather
than being determined on an individual participant basis. States -
could address the targeting problem when developing their non-
school food programs.

The Commodity Distribution Program, which provides support to -
the other food programs in the form of donated commodities, is the
fifth pragram which would be affected by a permanent reauthoriza-
tion under the provisions of H.R. 7. Currently, an evaluation of this

is being conducted to test the feasibility of providing cash

in lieu of commodities or commodity letters of credit. Since the

~ evaluation is not complete and its outcome could result in propos-

als to change the nature of the program, we feel it would be inap-

. propriate to provide permanent authorization of the aboyve-men-
tioned statutory provisions.

We do not recommend, however, reauthorizing the Elderly Feed-
ing Commodity Program. The President’s budget ﬁroposes to fund
elderly feeding in the Department of Health and Human Services,
which already administers the main elderly nutrition p .
Under the Older Americane Act, a mechanism will be ided to

: allow States to continue to receive commodities instead of cash if
.. they so desire. ,

Mr. Chairman, because of these considerations, we believe that it
would be prudent for the comniittee to reauthorize the WIC, SAE,
and Commodity Distribution Programs for 1 year only. We recom-
mend that the NET and Summer Food Service Program not be re-
authorized and thag the latter be replaced by a nonschool program
grant so that States can develop their own programs.

Thank you very‘much, Mr. Chairman. :

Chairman PErkins. Let me thank you this morning for your tes-
timony. If I listen to you correctly, you suggested that in extending
the programs, we estend them only for a brief period of time or a
short period of time. With all of the problems that we have had in
late years with these programs and. getting some of them extended,
don't you feel that it would be better, considering all the facts, in
order to give the programs stability that we extend these programs
for a more lengthy period of time? I want to get your reaction to
that since it bothers me kind of just to come in here today and
come back tomorrow and work on these extensions. Go ahead.

Mr. LEarp. Mr. Chairman, 1'think that we don’t feel that a 1-
year authorization necessarily makes the programs unstable, but
more importantly, so many of these gmgrams are very dynamic,
and we are reaching points in some of them where we are having
studies come in that may cause us to want fo make broad changes
to programs; and we have 1problems with the p that we
want to change. They afe all dynamic programs and we just feel it
is inappropriate at this time to have a reauthorization for longer
than 1 year. We want to see the results of our studies and our work
in these areas. - :

Chairman PerkiNs. Well, it would bother me a little just to
extend a program for 1 year. When I became chairman of this com-
mittee, we were extending many of the programs only for 1 year
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and we kept the local school bases torn up all of the time. They did
not know what they would have the next year. We gave the pro-
grams a lot of stabifltty when we commenced authorizing as a mini-
muni for 3 years in this committee. You run up and down the Hill
here so fast trying to get an authorization Jjust for 1 year and then
you have to go before appropriations to try to get your funding.
Even if it's an entitlement, like the School Lunch Prcgram, you are
just absolutely doing great harm to the whole structure, in my
opinion, if we just authorize for 1 year.

Do you have any further comments, Mr. Leard?

Mr. Learp. No, Mr. Chairman. I would reiterate what 1 said ear-
lier that we just feel that it's a dynamic time for the programs. In
the case of the SAE Program we think that we would do well to
reexamine the formulas“:%is year s0 1 year would be a good author-
ization. We have all our WIC studies coming to fruition over the
next year or 2 and these may indicate to us a new path to take and
that we might be precipitous in going ahead and reauthorizing for
more than 1 year when we would want to have the flexibility to
change later. \ : _

Chairman Perkins. Yes; but assuming that you did not have the
votes in another year to reauthorize, don’t you think you may be
taking a gamble on that? You have not given toco much consider-
ation to that, have you?

Mr. Learo. Mr. Chairman, we are just looking at the pro-
grams—-—

Chairman PerkiNs. You are just assuming that they will auto-
r..tically be reauthorized, all of them. The Summer eeding Pro-
. n has had a lot of problems that we heve been able to correct,

' 1t does not have a great constituency anywhere.

Let me thank you. Your testimony has been very helpful to us. I
know there wi!f be disagreement on the committee about the
tenure insofar as authorizations are concerned.

Thank you very much, Mr. Leard.

Mrs. Burton, go ahead.

Mrs. Burton. T would like to reiterate what you said, Mr. Chair-
man. I don’t think we stop programs because they are, in your
view, not working as well as you would like. I think we must con-
tinue the program. The WIC Program is very, very good and all of
this is very, very good. We do have hungry children. We do, al-
though there are some in the administration who think we don't
tl;iink we have hungry people or children. But we do have hungry
childien.

I think we cannot authorize just for 1 year. We must have a
longer program of authorization while you are studying to better
the progri.m. But we must have longer term authorization and ap-
propriation. Thank you.

Chairman PerkiNs. Let me thank you for your appearance this
morning. ‘

Mr. Leaxp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Perkins. We are delighted to have the Kentucky State
School Superintendent of Public Instruction with us this morning,
Mrs. Alice McDonald. We have this morning, Mrs. McDonald—the
programs include the Women, Infants and Children Feeding Pro-
gram, so-called WIC, the Child Care Food Program, the Summer
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Feeding Program, State Administrative Expenses and the Nutri-
tion Education and Training Program.

We are delighted to welcome you here again today. You may pro-
ceed in any way you prefer insofar as your testimony is concerned.
If yuia have got something else you want to tell us about, we'll be
def' hted to hear from you. ‘

ithout cbjection, your prepared statement will be inserted in
the record. You proceed in any way you prefer. Good luck.

(Prepared statement of Alice McDonald follows:]

PrepARED STATEMENT oF ALICE MCDONALD, SUPERINTENDENT OF PusLic
InstrUCTION, KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Chairman Perkins and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the opportuni-
ty to bﬁxl-esent testimony regarding House Resolution 7--child nutrition reauthoriza-
tion .

We are very proud of the fact that all of the 180 local public school districts in

Kentucky participate in the National School Lunch Nearly 60 percent of
our public schools provide breakfast to 108,000 children daily. In addition, Kentucky
has 137 Child Care Food Program which provide nutritious meals for

12,700 &m-ec!mo.l children in over 350 care centérs acroes the State

The Kentucky De nt of Education also administers the Summer Food Serv-
ice Program for mmp?m.mmmmmm s, served
approxishately 17,000 children in Ken ing the summer of 1 rsof
ﬂxeymgmmmmdocument!owinm igiblity of the participating chi . Reg-
ulstions requite 50 percent low income and in many cases in t 100 percent
of the participating children at a site are irom low income families. and more

g:bmﬁcsclmmmmng' the needs of their students and are sponsoring the
mer .

Mr. Chairman, 0 dmm:ﬁ‘ﬂm Resolution 7, I would like to say a few
words on an issue which affects all school districts in the State of Kentucky. The
United States Department of Agriculture issued last fall the rule on income verifica-
tion—a rule requiring districts nationwide to verify the income listed by parents on
three percent of the applications for free and reduced price meals.

The requirement according to USDA officials is intended to ensure that free and
reduced price benefits onl& gx to families whose income falls within the eligibility

idelines set forth by . §ts intent is to reduce any abuse which may exist in

ild Nutrition Programs.

Kentucky has approximately 282,000 children eligible for free and reduced price
meals which means that 8,460 applicants were selected for income verification. The
number is very emall com to tota! volume of applicants. However, the regulsa-
tion imposed more i tive burdens on local di and the was
time consuming and costly. This have saved foderal dollars, but cost WaS
borne’ by the local districts a8 no itiomal moneg‘;vns included for verification.
Both Federal and State reviews and audits in the State have documented the fact
that these p {NSLP—SBP] are administered in compliance with applicable
laws and regulstions and that p services are being delivered to the targeted
recipients—the school children in the Commonweslth.

r. Chariman, House Resolution 7 involves three programs which the Depart-
‘ment of Education administers: State Administrative Expense Program, Summer
\ Food Service for Children, and Nutrition Education and Training Program.

The Commodity , section 14 of the National School Lunch Program. is ad-
ministered by the Kentucky Department of Agriculture. These four programs I
would like to discuss with you today.

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE

Administrative costs associated with the child :.utrition programs arc on-going:

- The programs must be monitored.

—Technical assistance must be provided

—(Claims must be p .

—Sponsors must be trained.

—Audits must be conducted. .

It is imperative that States have the assurance that a level of administrative
funds will be available to ensure s consistent and systematic approach’ to program
administration. Initiation of the carryover provision in P.L. 97-35 was a very judi-
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cious addition to the State administrative expense regul.tions. This provision adds
some flexibility in that States may plan to utilize allocated funds for some long-term
goals rather than béing aenfined to one fiscal .

Histerically, the Child Nutrition Programs m been a joint effort of the Federal
and State Government. ‘They must Yontinue in this vein if the stated purpose of the
programs is to continue; the first step in this partnership is in a strong administra-
tive staff at the State level. For this reason I urge you to make state administratéve
expenses a permanent part of the Child Nutrition Programs.

N

SUMMER FOOD PROGRAN

Let me sdy that our responsibilit{vfor meeting the needs of the children does not
end when the school year is over. We cunnot ignore the nutritional needs of chil-
dren when school is not in session.

One of the programs designed to assist in meeting this need is the Summer Food
Service Program For Children. This program is a companion program of the Nation-
al School Lunch Program and is designed to provide free meals to low income chil-
dren when schools are not in session. Without this pgogram many of the childien
who routinely receive free and reduced pricé meals during the school year wili go
hungry. Unemployment has hit hard in Kentucky and many thildren are dependent
upon this program for basic nutritional needs. For these reasons I Urge you to make
the Summer Food Service ngr;am a permanent part of the Child Nutrition Pro
gram.

NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING

As an educator I'm concerned with the well-being of the total child. It would °
appear that the Congress and the President share this concern when one looks at
the monetary resources allocated to the Child Nutrition Programs. If this premise is
accepted, then it's logical that the nutrition education and training component of
the Child Nutrition Programs should be fully funded. Nutrition education and
school feeding go hand and hand. We must be more than a “filling station” at meal
time! Research indicates that without proper food choices throughout a person’s life,
one cannot reach his full potential. Certainly this is true for a young child. We must
provide those experiences that will contribute to long, healthy, productive lives for
our citizend For these reasons 1 ask you to restore full funding for the NET. Pro-
gram

DONATED ¥OOD PROGEAM -

We in the department of education do not administer the donated food. program
in Kentucky. However, I'm told by the State Department of iculture that during
FY-K3 $547 million dollars worth of food was distributed to eligible institutions; by
far. schools received the most of this food. In addition, 4.2 million dollars was spent
by the program in the State making purchases directly from Kentucky farmers or
processors. It 15 obvious the benefit these foods have o1, the child nutrition programs
both directly in the preparation of meals and indirectly in helping to keep the cost
of the meal at a Ievefto encourage participation. I join my friends in the agriculture
community in urging you to make permanent this part of the National School
Lunch Program

In conclusion, I want to thank you for allowing me this time to present my views
on House Resolution 7. On behalf of the thousands of children in Kentucky, your
continuing commitment to these special programs is recognized and appreciated.

STATEMENT OF ALICE McDONALD, SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC
INSTRUCTION, KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mrs. McDonaLp. Thank you very much, Chairman Perkins. As
you know, I am not basKful, but today I do just want to talk about
one program.

Chairman Perxins. You may need to talk just a little louder.

Mrs. McDonNALD. | am delighted to be here. I have with me today
an associate superintendent for local services who, in fact, does ad-
minister the School Food Service Program, Mr. Bob Spieiman. He
wiil be giving some testimony along with me.
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It is my pleasure to be here regarding House Resolution 7, Child
Nutrition ' Reauthorization bill. As Congressman Perkins knows
from years of dedication to education programs, good nutrition is
good ‘education. That is really what 1 am here to talk about today.
We are very proud of the fact that all of the 180 local public school
districts in Kentucky—and that's what I want to talk about, Ken-
tucky—participate in the National School Lunch Program.

‘Nearly 60 percent of our public schools provide breakfast to
108,000 children daily. In addition, Kentucky has 137 Child Care
Food Program sponsors which provide nutritious meals for 12,730
preschool children and over 350 day care centers across the state.

The Kentucky Department of Education also admiaisters the
Summer Food Service Program for chiidren. This program, target-
ed to low-income youngsters, served approximately 17,000 children
in Kentucky during the summer of 1983. Sponsors of the program
must document low-income eligibility of participating children.
Regulations require 50 percent low income and, in many case in
Kentucky, 100 percent of the participating childres. at a site are
from low-income families.

More and more public schools are recognizing the needs of their
students and are sponsoring the Summer Food Program.

Mr. Chairman, before discussing House Resolution 7, I would like
to say a few words on an issue which affects all school djstricts in
the State of Kentucky. The U.S. Department of Agriculture issued
last fall the rule on income verification, a rule requiring districts
nationwide to verify the income listed by parents on three percent
of the applicatirns for free and reduced-price meals. The require-
ment, according to USDA officials, is intended to ensure that free
and reduced price benefits only go to families whose income fall
within the eligibility guidelines set forth by USDA. Iis intent is to
geduce any abuse w%ich may exist in Child Nutrition Programs. '

* Kentucky has approximately 282,000 children eligible for free
and reduced-price meals, which means that 8,460 applicants were
selected for income verification. The number is very small com-
pared to total volume of applicants. However, the regulation im-
posed more administrative burdens on local districts and in the
process was time consuming and costly. This may have saved Fed-
eral dollars, but the cost was borne by local districts, as no addi-
tional money was included for verification.

Both Federal and State reviews and audits in the state have doc-
umented the fact that these programs are administened in compli-
ance with applicable laws and regulations and that program serv-
ices are being delivered to the targeted recipients, the school chil-
dren in the Commonwealth.

[ would like Bob Spielman now to tell you a little bit in detail
about the hardship that this really--well, some of the facts about
Kentucky and just what this particular verification program meant
to Kentucky. .

STATEMENT OF ROBERT SPIELMAN

Mr SpeisLMAN. Our concern about this program is whether, in
fact. it pays off It does add an administrative burden to the local
“hoot districts and. vou know, that has to be reflected some
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type of pay-off. Last year we lid a survey of eight school districts in
the State—just pulled at randgm eight -school districts—analyzed
the number of applicants that they actually verified. The eight
school districts on 3-percent formula had to verify 314 applicants.
Out of that 314 they found 41 childrep who changed status because
of the verification. ‘

We asked them to gocument the amount of administrative time
spent on this verification process and it turns out that for those 41
children they spent 489 administrative hours xerifying their
Jncome eligibility. So when you analze that, it takes about 12 hours
of administrative time for each person who changes status. Assum-
ing that those ‘pebple are totally takep off the program—and it's
about mid-year when that happens—weictually save about $96 for
the Federal Government. The local school district spends $120 of
administrative time that really ought to, be spent working on the
.curriculum and improving te quality of the schools. )

So even though it is a nialter of shifting expenditures from one
level to the other, it still turns out that we spend more than we
save in the process.

Mrs. McDonNaLp. The rest of my remarks will be directed to
House Resolution 7. House Resolution 7 involves three programs
which the Department of Education administers: State Administra-
tive’ Expense Program, Summer Food Service Program for Chil-
dren, and the Nutrition Education and Training Program. The
Commodity Program, section 14 of the National Schoo! Lunch Pro-
gram, is administered by the Kentucky Department of Agriculture.

These four programs I would like to discuss with you to’&@

STATE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE

Administrative costs associated with the Child Nutrition Pro-
grams are ongoing. The program must be monitored, technical as-
sistance must be provided, claims must be processéd~ponsors must
be trained, audits must be conducted. It is imperative that States
have the assurance that a level of administrative’ funds will be
available to ensure a consistent and systematic approach to pro-
gram administration. Initiation of the carryover provision in Public
Law 97-35 was a very judicious addition to the State Administra-
tive Expense regulations. This provision adds some flexibility in
that States may plan to use allocated funds for some long-ferm
goals rather than being confined to one fiscal year.

Historically, the Child ®utrition Programs have been a joint
effort of the Federal and State governments. They must continue
in this vein if the stated purpose of the program is to continue. The
first step in this partnership is a strong administrative staff at the
State level. For this reason, I urge you to make State Administra-
tive Expenses a permanent part of the Child Nutrition Programs.

THE SUMMER FOOD PROGRAM

Let me say that our responsibility for meeting the needs of the
children does not end when the school year is over. We cannot
ignore the nutritional needs of children when school is not in ses-
®ion.
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One of the programs designed to assist in meeting this need is
the Summer Food Service Program for children. This program is a
companion program of the National School Lunch Program and is
designed to provide free meals to low-income children when schools
are not in session. Without this program many of the children who
routinely receive free and reduced-price meals during the school
year would go hungry. Unemployment has hit hard in Kentucky
and many children are dependent upon this program for basic nu-
tritional needs. For these reasons, I urge you to make the Summer
Food Service Program a permanent part of the Child Nutrition
Program.

NUTRITION EDUCATION AND TRAINING

As an educator, I am concerned with the well-being of the total
. child. It would appear that the Congress and the ident share
~ this concern when one looks at the monetary resSurces allocated to
the Child Nutrition Programs. If this premise i§ accepted, then it is
logical that the Nutrition Education and Training cpmponent of
the Child Nutrition Programs should be fully funded.

Nutrition education and school feeding go hand in hand. We
must be more than a filling station at meal time. Research indi-
cates that without proper food choices throughout a person’s life,
one cannot reach his full potential. Certainly, this is true for a
young child. We must provide those experiences that will contrib-
ute to long, healthy, productive lives for our citizens. For these rea-
sons, ! ask you te restore full funding for the NET Program.

THE DONATED FOOD PROGRAM

We in the Department of Education do not administer the Donat-
ed Food Program in Kentucky. However, ham told by the State De-
partment of Agriculture that during fiscal year 1983, 54.7 million
dollars’ worth of food was distributed to eligible institutions. By
far, schools receive the most of this food.

In addition, $4.2 million was spent by the program in the State
making purchases directly from Kentucky farmers or processors. It
is obvious the benefits these foods have on the Child Nutrition Pro-
grams, both directly in the preparation of mieals and indirectly in
helping to keep the cost of the meal at a level to encourage partici-
pation. I join my friends in the agriculture community in urging
vou to make permanent this part of the National School Lunch
Program

All of these programs are critical to Kentuckv and also critical
in the process would be continuity. If we were put on a l-year plan
and did not have the ability to know that these programs would be
available to us for longer, it would make/plaghing impossible. So |
urge you to certainly give us a schedule s longer than 1 year.

I also avant to point out that we do, tntucky, have hungry
children and without these programs we would have many more. If
I could quote to vou some Kentugky statistics which, to me, are
startling. Fifty-one percent of oui dchoolchildren are on free lunch
or reduced-price lunch programs. [Fifty-one percent. Qver half of
the chifdren that we open our doors to everyday.

-
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Forty-nine percent are on reduced %nch and 42 percent are on
free lunch programs. So it is essential¥o Kentucky and essential to
good education that these programs, in fact,.do continue.

I thank you for allowing me this time to&msent my views on
House Resolution 7 on behalf of ther thousands of children in Ken-
" tucky and I ask for your continuing commitment to these special

programs. I recognize your commitment in the and I appreci-
ate it and ask you to continue that commitment in the future. I
would bé happy to answer any questions, along with my associate
here, that you may have. :

irman PERkINS. Thank you very much for an excellent testi-
mony this morning,.

First let me ask Mr. Spielman in regard to his statement; could
you repeat for the record the exact percentage of children that you
found ineligible in Kentucky and how much did that cost?

Mr. SpieLMAN. I don’t have an exact percen of the number
we found ineligible. Let me just run th h the res. The eight
districts that we just pulled at random. We verified ‘314 children

and out of the 314, 41 changed status in some fashion. That was -

pulled from—3 percent of those that were partici%l'ting in the pro-
gram were actually sampled to determine that. The cost for each
child who ¢ status turped out to be about $120 in adminis-
trative cost to the school district. '

Chairman PergiNs. Mrs. McDonald, from your experience with
the program and what you have been able to discover, has there

been less participation in the School Lunch Program within the

last 3 years, if you are able to tell us, after the Gramm-Latta*No. 2
vote in 1981, when the reimbursement rate from the Government
was cut back and we had to make up the funds from the parents?
Did participation fall off in Kentucky following the increase in the
School Lunch Program? ‘

Mrs. McDonaLp. I would like Mr. Spielman to answer that. He is
more familiar with the details of the program.

Mr. SeieLMAN. Well, what actually happened was that the par-
ticipation fell off initially, but then the economy has gone down,
which made more people eligible. So our actual participation rate,
even though the standards for participation changed, has main-
tained about the same level.

Mrs. McDonALp. But initially it went down 3 years ago.

Chairman Perkins. Yes. ’

Mrs. Burton.

Mrs. Burton. I am very impressed with your statement. Obvious-
ly, I hgve no questions in terms of the correctness of your position.

Mr. Chairman, I understand that in California, where we have
many children whose parents are from other countries and you
have a language problem and people do nxt return the question-
naire, what does that do to the children? Although you are from
Kentucky, can you say something on that?

Mrs. McDonaALDp. In order to give you some statistics on the veri-
fication program, we-just pulled out eight districts and showed you
from 341 and we can do that statewide. But of those 41 children, all
of them were not taken off the program because of abuse and 1
think that's the point you are trying to make and certainly what
we found in Kentucky. ‘
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Some of them changed status because the applications were not
filled out. Some parents just do not fill out the information that's
necessary, not because they don’t want to, but because they can't,

- for one reason or another.

Mrs. BurToN. It’s also, perhaps, embarrassing.
: . McDoNaLD. That's correct. ‘
rs. BURTON. It seems to me there should be no means test of
any kind, that any child coming into a place where food is being
served, has a right to sit down and eat. I think it's bad in terms of
ostracizing-the children who do use the” program and those who
don’t aré in a different category. I feel it's a terrible burden on
young children ta be put in a class. :

Mrs. McDoNALD. sYes, we had many districts where people re-
fused to return the verification information. When we looked into
it, it would be differeng
language that would be th em, bug it would be the impossibil-
ity for them to fill out this form because they could neither read
nor write or could do it at a.level at which they felt comfortable in
returning it. ‘So then you have of that 41, 16 who,are not receiving

the service because their parents are incapable of providing the in- .

formation. >

So we- believe that we find very little abuse and oftentimes we
have to take children off of the program for reasons that have
nothing to do with abuse, that in order to find the abuse, we spend
much more money than we save and we spend focal money to find
the abuse.

Mrs. Burton. This was going to be my next question, that ad-
ministrating this sort of a program, trying to find out who, unjust-
ly, is getting something to eat takes more money. If you multiplied
what you have done in your one district in Kentucky through the
Nation can you give us an approximate figure of how many mil-
lions it would cost to get the verifications and knock people off the
D —how much it would cost to administer?

rs. McDonaLD. Well, we estimated that it cost us $120 to verify
a child was not eligible or needed to be a reduced lunch instead of
a free lunch and we saved—$§907?

Mr. SpieLMAN. Ninety-six dollars.

Mrs. McDonaLp. Ninety-six dollars. So that’s a difference of $24
per chfld. We spent $24 more than we saved per child every time
we fdfind one child inkligible.
 Mrs, BurtoN. And children go hungry.

Mrs. McDonaLD. Yes.

Mrs. Burton. Thank you. You have prgven my point.

Thank you very much. (g

Chairman Perkins. [ think you started to state or maybe you did
state it, that in the economy plunge~a couple of years ago there
were more youngsters in the School Lunch Program that took ad-
vantage of the free and reduced-price lunches. Is that correct?

Mrs. McDonaLD. That's correct and that’s what brought our
numbers back up. “

Chairman Perkins. Has there been any pickup in the last 6
months or since the economy has picked up in general throughout
the country that you could tell in connection with the School
Lunch Program?

20
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Mrs. McDonaLp. We have not at this point yet, Congressman
Perkins, noticed a changbe;in Kentucky. Our numbers are staying
the same, but we would be happy to take a closer look at that an
get back to you. But at this point our numbers seem to be the
same, |

Czlavairman PeRKINS. The reduced-price program is now at 25 cents
or 207

Mr. JENNINGS. It went up to 80 cents. .

Chairman PErxiNs. It went up to 30. it used to be 15 or 20 cents?

Mr. JENNINGS. It was a dime and then it went to 20 cents. -

Chairman Perxkins. It was a dime and then it went to 20 cents. If
we cut the reduced-price program back to 20 cents, would® you
think that would be helpful in your State?

Mrs. McDoNALD. Yes.

Chairman Perxins. Mx, Goodling, you are the senior gentléman.

Mr. GoobLinG. Thank-you, Mr. Chairman. No questions-on the
testimony. I haven’t had a chance to digest it too much. I do have
one comment that I might make to the new educational leader of
Kentucky. On two occasions I have been with the chairman and we
have conducted hearings in eastern Kentucky and then we have
come across to Lexington to continue those hearings. On both occa-
sions, I had a feeling that an equalization formula was needed that
does asdittle better for some parts of the State. I don’t know wheth-
er you are looking into that or not, but I didn’t get the same im-
pression that it’s done similar to, for instance, what we do in Penn-.
sylvania. In Kentucky, one district might get 73 percent State sup-
port and another might get only a 10-percent “‘hold harmless.” 1
Just had a feeling that there needed to be some work done on an
equalization formula. A

Mrs. McDoNALD. Wanting to be the wisest and best superintend-
ent ever in Kentucky, I ghould say we would do that in the future,
but I must admit to you that we have, from the Governor's office
as well as on the recommendation of former superintendents,
always recognized that as a problem and that we do have in place
today in Kentucky a power equalization program. Those words
mean nothing to you, but it is an equalization program that would,
in fact, bring eastern Kentucky counties or our poorer districts up.
The funding level of that program goes up every 2 years when we
do, in fact, take a look at the program. It certainly needs to be
funded at a higher level and it is in my budget recommendations
and the present Governor’s budget recommendation to be raised.
But we do have a mechanism in place and every 2 years it does
sefm to get a little better. It is a problem, but we are attempting to
solve it. .

Mr. GoopLing. | thought when the chairman retires I might run
from that district and that’s why I wanted to ask you about that
issue. . .

Mrs. McDonAaLD. Then you would certainly want to be a propo-
nent of power equalization. Remember those key words. [Laughter ]

Chairman PerkiINs. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GunpersoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and thank you, Mrs.
McDonald. I know this is at least the second time you have testi-
fied in front of our committee. Hopefully, we will have the benefit
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of your testimony and wisdom a number of times in the upcoming
months and years.

I have little or no difficulty with your commitment to a number
of these progr As we look at some of these programs, whether
it be the Summers Food that was authorized in the early
seventies, or the Nutrition Education and Training Program, also
authorized in the seventies, it seems to me ther is some merit in
the concept of reauthorization. This week we will take to the floor
of the House the Vocational Education Act for reauthorization. Be-
cause of the need for reauthorization, and thro the good work
of our chairman and Mr, ing, 1 think we are coming up with
an updatedegrogram that certainly is targeting the' new needs in
vocational education. It certainly is trying to deal with the plan-
ning and regulatory requirements. :

Reauthorization, in essence, mandates us to take a moment to
update prframs to their present realistic needs. Would you be op-
posed to the concept of periodically reauthorizing these things? I
guess | am an optimist. I don’t think that jeopardizes programs. I
think it hggg them,

Mrs. McDoNALD. | am not sure I understand your question-and 1.
certainly think things have to be looked at and they need to be up-
dated. I'guess if I had any opposition it would be for children to be -
hurt in the process. I am not sure where your ific question is
leading, but I am going to answer it to say it to a dual
thing. Yes, you .1eed o look at programs and you need to reauthor-
ize and you need to change, but you can’t hurt the children on the
gerogram at the time. So the time line for the authorization must

, in fact, lon e"°“!ih and the process by which you look at the
program must be such that it does not hurt the present children
while you are trying to effect change.

Mr. GunpersoN. I think we are on the same wavelength. What
we do in most programs in this Congress is, if we can’t agree on a
reauthorization, we simply have a 1-year extension of the present
law until we can resolve gie differences. That doesn’t jeopardize or
hurt the children. I certainly agrve with you on thaty but it does
give a little nod and push-to those of us in Congress to, frankly,
update these programs. ]

Mrs. McDonaLp. One-year authorization of programs 1s very
short. It does not allow for any long-range planning and 1 would
certainly think that Congress could certainly make some wise deci-
sions and authorize programs for a longgaferiod of time than 1
year and give directions to State and districts that would
allow better planning.

“ But I am not opposed to programs being looked at, but 1 do be-
liev«ida 1-year authorization is too short of a time line and I
would—— :

Mr. GunpERSON. No disagreement.

Mrs. McDonaLp. OK. '

Mr. GunpersoN. What usually happens is a 1-year extension of
the program while we are reauthorizing. I think we are talking the
same language. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Perxins. Mr. Packard.

Mr. Packarp. No questions, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Chairman Perkins. Mr. Miller, go ahead.
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Mr. Miuier. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like 10 just ad-
dress the issue of verification. I don’t expect you to answer for the
whole nation, but it's obviously causing different problems in dif-
ferent jurisdictions. You mentioned $hat in some of your schools
you have-$0 percent of the childred who are on free or reduced-
price lunches. Is that for both?

Mrs. McDonALD. Statewide, 51 percent of our children are on
gi&(l:;;- or reduced—42 percent are on free, and 9 percent are on re-

uced. 9.

Mr. MiLLer. How high would that run in some schools? In some
schools you would have almost all of the-childien?

Mrs. McDonaALD. It could be 100 percent; yes.

Mr. MiLLER. And you are still required to do verification there?

Mrs. McDonaLp. Correct. ,

Mr. MiLLer. I am just wondering if there is some mechanism
where we can still retdain the accountability that, obviously, the
amendments on verification speak to and I think that are impor-
tant, but .if there is some threshold that can be established that
would Emvide a way out for some of these schools to avoid going
through the cost of the verification—have you given thought to this
or have your associations given thought to this .

Mrs. McDonaLp. 1 haven't given an{ﬂthought to q;’altemative
that would be somewhere between what we are doihg now and
nothing at all, but I would be happy to. I guess my thoughts have
centered around the fact that 1 am certainly a proponent of ac-
countability and understand the need for it, but we tdok a look at
Kentucky and we think- it is not very cost-effective accountability.

Mr. MiLLeER. That's clearly the argument. Nobody is arguing that
we should serve children who aren’t eligible. But the question is
how do you arrive at that pool of eligiblé children. If it's costing
you more to make that determination than the savi you
receive,that doesn’t look like a very good proposal. You still don’t
want to serve ineligible children but that doesn’t look like a very
good way to get at it. I just wondered-if there was any consider-
ation to othep approaches—for instance, if individual schools had
75 percent of the children on free lunches or free and reduced
lunches, whether they ought to be exempt for a year once they go
through a verification, or if verification should be conducted once
every several years or involve only a periodic samplin%.

I just don't see that schiool districts have the kind of money to do
this, absent some allegations that there is a substantial number of
children who are being served who are ineligible. That's not what
is going on here. You can have the best run program in the coun-
trg and you are still going to have to go through this process,
which is money that you would be using for education programs or
other administrative costs or what have you. )

Mrs. McDonaLp. I think perhaps what we found in Kentucky is
that the assumption that was used to set up the verification pro-
grum was a wrong assumption in Kentucléy—l can’t ggeak for the
rest of the Nation—that there was wide abuse of the Schoo! Lunch
Program. In-the verification process, that was not found. If we
would have looked at 3 percent and found wide abuse, then that
assumption would have been a true assumpiiom. We, obviously, are
looking at accountability assuming that we have pecple who are on
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. the free lunch program who do not belong on the free lunch pro-
gram. That is not what we found in Kentucky.

Mr. MnLer. Now Wu did a random sampling?

Mrs. McDonaLwp. Well, we pulled out eight districts for you——

Mr. MiLLEr. You ed out eight districts——

Mra.mMcDowAm continuing). To give you the districts, but I am
sure t— ' :

Mr. MiLLEr. What have you done about meeting the verification
stangard?Haveyouhadtogothmughthisineachandeverydis-
trict

Mrs. McDonALD. That'’s correct. We have absolutely followed——

Mr. MiLLer. Do you think in the future you should be allowed to
do a statistically accurate sampling?

Mrs. McDonALD. That pombl{ could be one way to solve the
problem. One of the things that I would suggest to you in this par-
ticular program—what we have discovered is that it costs more to
verify tﬂan you save. Now if we are looking for accountability and
youf are looking for it at the Federal level, it seems to me one way

- would be for the Federal Government to bear the cost of verifica-
tion and when they look or when you look at your own statistics to
show that you are not getting a very big bang for your buck, you
know, that there is very little abuse you are spending a great
deal of money to find that small amount of abuse, maybe then it
would be easier to bring about change in the verification program.

As long as you are shifting that cost to lor.! school districts, it is
a very easy statement to make, “You mus', in fact, verify.” What
we are pointing out to you is, one, it's not cost effective to verify;
we are spending more money than we are saving and we are not
finding very much abuse at all. If we would shift that expense to
the Federal level, perhaps some decisions would be made.

Mr. MiLer. Or at least maybe the Federal Government could
jiist pay the net cost, that they could deduct from that any savings.

n your case it's $36 per student and it would cost $120. So it would
be $24 that they could deduct and they coyld just way the $36. °

Mrs. McDonALp. We would be willing th look at any alternative
you cam%ug with. The one thing we don’t want is a lot more pa-
perwork o to save a few more dollars.

Mr. MiLLer. That's the trouble with those Republican amend-
ments, they all create paperwork.

Mrs. McDonaLp. Right. But we do not believe the verification
program is, one, finding a great deal of abuse and, two, it is cer-
tainly not cost effective.

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you.

Chairman PERxINs. Presently, Mrs. McDonald, the administra-
tion’s budget recommends an agpropriation of $3 million a year to
help for verification and then it states that funding for the;
School Lunch Program overall can be cut by $37 million, because
that is the amount that will be saved by eliminating ineligible chii-
dren. Do you care to ¢pmment a little on that?

Mrs. McDonaLp. 1 would make the simple statement that our
data would not support that, would not come anywhere near sup-

rting that that amount of money would be saved, proportionate-
v. in Kentucky. ‘

Chairman PErkiNs. Mr. Packard, any further questions?
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Mr. Pacgarp. No, thapk you, Mr. Chairman.*
Chairman PErRkiINs. Let me thank you very much for your ap-

" pearance here this morning, Mrs. McDonald. You have been very

helpful to the committee. We are going to try to get this bill out of
here next week and do the best that we possibly cail and get it
to the floor right away. Within the next 2 weeks we_hope to have it
to the floor and get it passed in the House. I am id we are
going to have a little bottleneck in the Senate a little later.

Thank you for coming up here and helping us and assisting us
today. We appreciate ]mr coming. - 3

Mrs. McDoNALD. k fycm very much. It's been my pleasure.

Chairman Perkins. Any further comments, Mr. Packard.

Mr. Packarp. No.

Chairman Perkins. We will stand adjourned for 20 or 30 minutes
until the full committee convenes to consider'the budget.

{Whereupon, the subcommittee was recessed at 9:50 a.m., on
Tuesday, March 6, 1984, subject to the call of the Chair.]
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HEARINGS ON A BILL TO MAKE PERMANENT

CERTAIN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
- N

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 7, 1984 &

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuscoMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY,
SrCONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, in room 2261, Rayburg
House Office Building, Homr: Carl D. Perkins (chairman) pmg:ui}
. Members present: Representatives Perkins, Kildee, Hayes, -
ling, Packard, Gunderson, and Nielson.

taff presént: John F. Jennings, assistant coussel; Mar;\rggne
Fiske, Republican senior legislative associate, and Joleen er-
ick, legislative specialist.

Chairman PerkinNs. The committee will come to order. I am sorry
to be starting late this morning. This morning the Subcommittee
on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education will continue
to hear testimony on H.R. 7, which extends five Children Nutrition
Program authorities which will expire after Septembér 30, 1984.
These programs are the Summer Food Service of Com-
modity Distribution, the Nutrition Education and Training Pro-
gram, the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants,
and Children, and funding for State administrative expenses.

Today’s testimony will focus on particular programs affected by
this bill and other areas of child nutrition that merit concern. The
subcommittee looks forward to hearing testimony from Linda
Locke, the nutrition ro{(ect director of Community Coordinated
Child Care in muisvilf » KY. She is accompanied by Helen Blank.

We also have as witnesses Gwen Chegwidden, representing the
Society for Nutrition Education, and Jape Brokaw, the executive
vice president of the American Camping Association, accompanied
by Ed Cooney. . .

Our first witness is Linda Locke this morning, and you go right -~
ahead. We're delighted to welcome you here.

[Prepared statement of Linda Locke follows:]

PreparrD StaTeEMENI oF Linpa Lockg, Nutrrmion Proseer Director, CoMMUNITY
CoorpiNATED CniLd CARg, Loutsvitir, KY

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, | am Linka Locke., Nutrition Direc-
tor of Community Coordinated Child Care (4-C) of Louisville-Jefferson County, KY.
We want to thank you for your constant support of child nutrition programs as evi- -
denced by HB 4041 I appreciate the opportunity to testify today on how the CCFP
affects the children we serve. -

2n
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Community Coordinated Child Care is s private, non-profit United Way agency,
dedicated to quality care for children, in the belief that every child in our communi-
ty should have the opportuni to achieve his or her maximum potential. In pursu-
ing this purpose, 4-C (a) coo tes and resources for young children, (b)
gathers and dissominstes information on Early Childhood, and (c) serves as an advo-
mmmmm%mmmwmmmmm«npm
grams: (1) Purchase of Child Care, (2) JTPA Day Care Services, (3) 4-C Nutrition
Project, (4) Special Education Program, (5) Learning Resources Center, and (6) Dey
Care Information and Referral Services.

The 4-C Nutrition Project serves as an Umbrella Sponsor in the Child Care Food
Program. We currently sponsor 40 care centers and 38 family day care homes
serving over 3,000 children esch mon In LouisvilleJefferson County, KY, 70% of
the children participating in the CCFP are from low-income families. A large
{mmberofthmehﬂdmnmmone- bfmabheadodhom?ld;mt:lxt:;e
ow-income working te, are surviving financially. It is vi H
these families have atfordable, available, accessible day care so that they can contin-
ue to work, and to be productive members of socisty.

lwmtwmmmwuwmmemdmechﬂdmmunity
for this committee’s leadership in passing H.B. 4091. Your restoration of funding for
ﬂxmemeah/twomaekswﬁlmkeitwmib&ewz'wﬁe nutrition for chil-
dren who a mﬂmwwhﬂmam etgm federal fund-
ing of reduced-priced increased elisihiﬁul and inclusion of unusually
high medical bills in determining income el ity ‘will greatly assist us in ade-
quately caring for children. .

Today, I would like to address other critical areas of concern in the CCFP that
were not addressad in H.B. 4091. These also are programs that were lost or cut in
1981 that continue to impair our ability to provide quality care for children. We still
feel the effects of these cuts daily. We urge the committee to consider these issues in
any legislation that will affect the OCFP.

1. The Tiering method of reimbursing day care centers needs to be restored. This
allowed greater funding to flow to those centers which served a majority of low-
income children. It was our experience that this change substantially cut funding to
centers who were serving a majority of low-income working ts. Our center has
ita CCFP monthly reimbursement cut from approximately $1100 to $300. The deep
cuts in CCFP funding were a major factor in the decision of two centers to close.
ty of the centers’ employeed lived nesr ost their w centers ¢ .
Parentsnolongerhaseasymmsulgidmddaym.

Centers adjusted to the loss of CCFP funds by raising fees to nts. Many par-
ents could not afford the increased fees, and withdrew their children from the cen-
ters.

2. Equipment assistance needs to be restored. I am sttaching & statement from Dr.
Jay Caton, Food Service Director of the Jefferson County Public Schools concerning
ghe need for restoration of these funds in the Schoo! Lunch Program. {Attachment

R

Equipment purchased when these funds were available is detericrating and be-
coming obsolete. This year, one of our centers has experienced major problems with
its freezer, dishwasher, and deep fryer. There are no other sources of funds—Ilocal.
state or federal—to assit child care centers in replacing this equipment. Equipment
assistance also aided in developing new centers in areas that would serve low-
income children. :

Child care programs have absolutely no flexibility in their budgets for expendi-
tures of this magnitude. These are shocstring budget with 75% of the expenditures
going to pay for salaries. | want to stress that day care salaries are extremely low—
2 out of 3 employees in child care earn below the poverty level. . am including these
exari:p!es of salaries paid to child care workers in our area, based on a 40 hour work
WeekK.,

Director Salaries—$§10,400—$18,700/yr.

(Job specification usually require a 4 yr. or advanced dagree, and several years of
administrative experience.)

Classroom Supervisor/Teacher—$6,900 (minimum wage)—~$12 800/ yr.

(Job specifications usually require at least a 2-year degree in Early Childhood
Education. Many centers require a §-year R

Caregivers—$6,900 (minimum wage)—810,400/yr

tJob specification on-going treining.)
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Those who provide care for our nation’s children are not being paid huge salaries.
They are women und men who are dedicated to giving children the love and care
that is so important in their formative years.

3 islative needs to be changed to allow *‘for-profit” centers to participate in
the OCFP if 25% of their enrolled children are eligible for Title XX day care fund-
ing. The key word is eligible. Current legislative only allows “‘for-profits’ to partici-
pate if 25% of their enrolled children are funded by Title XX.

In Kentucky, Title XX funds for day care are very scarce. This past year, Title
XX eligibility was closed for 4 months because all available day care funds had been
allocated. In addition, KY only prevides Title XX day care funding to families whose
income is below 60% of the state median income; all other Title XX services in KY
find families who have income up to 80% of the state median income. The first pri-
ority for Title XX day care assistance in KY are children documented as being
abused or neglected; the second priority are children of low-income working parents.
Children whose parents are training, the children from muiti-problem families are
the next priorities, but do not get funded because of the scarcity of funds.

Other community resources, such as JTPA day care sevices, Community Develop-
ment, Catholic Charities, and United Way provide day care assistance to Title XX
eligible families. Many day care centers serving children funded from these re-
sources are “‘for-profits.” ']'gey can participate in the CCFP only if 25% of the chil-
dren they serve have their day care fees paid by Title XX funding. Since their chil-
dren are funded by sources other than Title X)f‘: the CCFP is not available to these
children even though the majority are Title XX eligible.

4-C currently sponsors 10 “for-profit” centers that are eligible for the CCFP. Over
70% of the children in these centers quality as low-income; and two of the centers
have 100% of the children qualifying in this category. We have seen a tremendous
change in the meals served in these centers. Before participating in the CCFP, none
of these centers were serving breakfast, and the lunch and snack menus would at
best be called “barely adequate.” Even though these centers are deemed *for-prof-
its,” they cannot afford to pruvide the high nutritional quality mardated by the
CCFP without the addition of CCFP funding. Many of these *for-profits” are in the
poorest of the poor neighborhoods, and children are desperately in need of the bene
fits of the Child Care Food Program.

4 Adminstrative fees paid to sponsors of family day care homes need to be re-
stored to previous levels. It is important to note that many states are currently
moving away from licensing family day care; so it becomes even more imgortant to
support sponsors’ abilities to maintain monitoring of family day care homes In
monitoring family day care, sponsors check on enroliment records, ages of the chil-
dren, meal patterns, maintenance of licensing requirements, sanitation practices,
income eligibility of the providers if they count their own children. and daily activi-
ues provided for the children. Sponsors train providers to ensure that they offer
yuality care

Sponsoring organizations enforce the (CFP requirements that participating
homes must be licensed. This stipulation has had a two-fold effect: it has brought
more day care homes into licensing and into compliance with state and local re-
quirements, and has provided the incentive for caregivers to become visible and ac-
cesstble to parents ’

Child Care Food 'rogram sponsors exert a tremendous influence in family day
care and have provided u strong impetus for the development of needed family day
cure systems  Sponsoring organizations encourage the delivery of quahty cere,
reduce the management burden on state and local governments, and facilitate dayv
care funding. In Louisville, the JTPA training program in adjacent rural counties
was facing major difficulties in finding day care placements for tramees The 4-C
Nutntion Project was instrumental in developing new day care homes, currentiv
% of the JTPA trainees residing in the rural counties “ave been placed in {amuly
duy care This would not have happened if 4-C had not been serving as a (CFP
sponsor of family day care homes, )

4 C currently sponsors 38 family day care homes in the CCFP. It costs our dgency
58 per month for ench home we sponsor; we only receive $46 per month per home
from the CCFP We feel very fortunate to be a United Way agency. because their
tunding makes up the shertage, and allows us to continue to sponsor these homes |
am providing o copy of sur current 4-C nutrition budget to illustrate this [Attach-
ment 2}

We do not know how long United Wayv can and will continae to supplement our
furnify day care home sponsorship Other sponsors. espectally smatl ones. mav not
be as fortunate to recesve United {Nny funding
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The last and very important issue [ want to address is the issue of the means test
in family day care. We are dismayed by SB 1994, introduced by Senator Helms.
Every federal dollar for family day care is so vitally important. Family Day Care
Home provide over 50% of the child care arrangements in this countr{; and the
CCFP is the single most important source of funds svhich supports the family day
care system.

Family Day Care Homes take care of most of the children in child care under the
age of 3, forty percent of the ggrents using family day care are single parent fami-
lies. Many parents work odd hours and could not do so without the flexibility pro-
vided by family day care. .

Last year, 4-C assisted a distraught parent in finding child care to fit her nurse’s
training schedule. She was a sixﬂe parent needing care beginning st 5:30 a.m. for 6
week shifts which alternated with 6-week shifts scheduled from 12 noon to 8:00 p m.
She stressed that she would have to drop out of nuree's training if affordable child
care that could accommodate her schedule could not be found. A family day care
home under CCFP sponsorship was able to provide the flexible care she needed.
'}l;ooday‘ she is a registered nurse working at a local hospital, earning over $10.00 an

ur.

The cost of family day care is usually below that of center care. Fees in family
day care are more likeiy to be adiuste«! according to parents’ work schedules, fur-
ther reducing the cost. Family day care provides before and after school care, epsur-
ing that children get to and from school safely. These children have care available
when schools are closed for holidays or bad weather. In Louisville, children attend
4 day kindergarten sessions, either in the morning or afternoon. The family day
care provider is especially important to these families. She makes sure the children
are Picked up and delivered by the school buses according to schedule. She also ar-
ranges to serve lunches at different times to accommodate children leaving at 11:30,
and arriving at 12:30.

Family day care providers work 12-14 hour days caring for children, 5-6 days a
week. This is a very difficult, emotionally stresstul and physicsli{ exhausting job.
Eighty-seven percent of family day care providers’ earnings are below poverty level.
These are low-income women, operating a business which utilizes their skills in
caring for children. It is only because of the CCFP that many providers are licensed,
visible taxpayers. Before CC"FP rticipation, many family day care homes operated
“underground” and providers did not pay taxes or make social security contribu-
tions.

The confidentiality of parent income information is an extremely sensitive issue
in an informal family day care home setting in which the provider and parents
often are friends and live in the same neig.;ﬂ:crhood. There 18 no direct financial
incentive for parents to provide income information and many parents wouid refuse
to do se

The rapid growth of family day care participation in the CCFP has been repeated-
ly criticized. But it should be remembered that only a few years ago children cared
for in family day case were not receiving any nutritional aneﬁw from the CCFP.

The Evaluation of the Child Care Food Program conducted by Abt Associates

found

Quite clearly that the CCFP is meeting itu goals of providing nutritious
menls to children in day csre in an attempt to improve their diets . . . the
nutritional quality and the variety of food served are significantly better in
participating day care facilities than in non-participating facilities.

The success of this program is directly related to the simplicity of record-keeping
for the provider. Because the program is currently easy to understand and imple-
ment, the providers have participated and the children {mve benefited. Low-income
praviders are those who find it most difficuit to deal with forms and regulations;
and wauld be the first to drop out if means testing were implemented.

Means testing would 8lso create numerous administiative problems that would be
vambersome and costly to the CCFP sponsor. In addition to monitoring claims for
the present cstegories of breakfast. lunch, supper, and supplements, it would also be
necessury to monitor claims for free, reduced, and paid categories for each meal or
supplement. Adminstrative'v, this adds a tremendous amount of paperwork, a
longer time to cumplete each claim, and a greater chance for error. Because means
testing would cause a large drop in provider participation, corresponding adminis-
trutive reimbursement would be lost. This wouﬁiaméan a reduction in stafl when the
wurk load would be greatly increased.

The Abt study reported that food services costs 1n family day care were consider-
ably higher than that of center-based care (3254 ve $1 57 per lunch) On the aver-
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age, CCFP reimbursement covered only 35% of food service ccsts in family day care
homes.

4-C conducted a random survey among the homes we sponsor. ‘They were asked
what would happen if CCFP participation was no longer feasible or cost-effective.
These are the results:

100% said they would substantially raise their fees.

80% would quit serving breakfast. !

-65% would serve lower quality meals. .

50% said they would probably be forced to close, parents would withdraw
their children because could not sfford the increase in fees.

A provider caring for 5 children (the average number of children cared for by one
provider is 3.7) currently receives approximately $187 per month. If 40% of her chil-
dren were classified as low-income, the reimbursement would decline to approxi-
mately $78.00. This would not cover the additional cost of maintaining meal
standards for all the children in her care. She would be forced to drop out of the
CCFP. The children then would not have any benefits of the CCFP available to
e, Tl te, o phas e pot the oroviders cantot afTeen b
geted. This only tends to em point that i cannot to partici-

te in theOC%’Pifitism&cosbeﬁecﬁvetothem.%ousandsofchildmano
onger have the nutritional benefits of the CCFP available to them. Providers would
once again go underground; and the quality standards implemented by the CCFP
monitoring would cease. This vitally vimmnt segment of the day care community
would no longer be accessible and visable to parents who desperately need their

services,

The 5:)&1 of the CCFP is to raise the nuiritional quality of food served to children
while they are in da care.'l‘hi:lﬁoalwouldbe ted under means ing. With-
outtheC%‘FPav' le to all children and all ies, the original goal of this pro-
gram cannot be reached.

We are very concerned about the future and availability of these programs for
children. As one who implements these programs at the local service levels, we have
been disheartened and ismaxed at how program cutbacks really do affect the lives
of our children. We commend this committee for its continued support of child nu-
trition programs and for looking agein at measures to remedy some of the critical
shortages wrought in 1981. )

ATTACHMENT |

To Whom It May Concern:

The Jefferson County Public Schools have on-site food preparation in 136 loca-
tions. The food service program is presently solvent. However, that program faces
massir\ée equipment replacement needs. Those needs place the entire program in
jeopardy.

A large number of the district’s schools were built in the 1950's and early 1960’s.
Food preparation equipment in many of those schools has not been replaced since.
Many pieces are operating beyond their life expectancies, and that is s situation
which cannot be expected to continue indefinitely. Without efficient operational con-
ditions the continued quality of Jefferson County’s foodservice program cannot be

assured.

For these reasons, it is requested that immediate «itention be given to the reinsti-
tutioe of non-food assistance, absent since 1981, to thgse organizations committed to *
providing nutritinus meals to children.

Sincerely,
Jay CarToN
ATTACHMENT &
COMMUNITY CODRDINATED CHILD CARE NUTRITION PROJECT
[Dtober ¢ 1483 fo Septembec 30 1984}
FDUK 140 cr (60
ot percent: ercent)
Expentes

Salanes . $34 708 00 $11.784 00 $1767500
Fenge henetit, 4716080 141000 2.866 00
Professional fee 3R1000 1574 00 2.286 00

ERIC 10
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COMMUNITY COORDINATED CHILD CARE NUTRITION PROJECT—Continued
[Ocktr 1, 1933 1 Setmber 36, 1984} .
’ ' o0 (10 o0 (69
Youl ) A
g@m MO0 665100
..... . QR0 1955000 AR
e et ceveiome L159.00 &40 £§95.00
15 e trerae e senssens o seve s e tetssha e 50200 321.00 48100
» §18.00 4700 ne
1.785.00 71800 107700
353.00 1.0 212.08
e reseree e st masen 48200 18500 m.m
reee e setoos st 1,972.00 780.00 1,183.00
..... N L3ROO 551.00 2710
. 28163 101.00 150.00
ettt et e rent s eb e sperer s bttt e 568.00 21, 100
S erde ) 69.00 1800
35205.00
$16,197.00
18,262.00
5,249.00
34,708.00
4,164.00
§.810.00
1.974.00
Administrative salaries 5,852.00
Administrative fringe ...........c...covorevrcieiere et s s e srsseoasen §12.00
X 7 TSR 6,464.00
Total BRIATIEs. ..ottt s 49,146.00
Monthly administrative charges: B
CC%P ........................................................................................................ 29884.00
................................................................................................. 1,956.60
Total per month . 4,880.00
Administration charge per FDCH (based on 34 homes):

SAIAEY . cocie ettt et e st s st wete s s 48
ROE ... et ettt eeee e et seb e e esasseen s sesestesr s ceanass st enanaess 10
OB .ottt ettt et es st ran bt bustat oeenearaerasastananen 58

STATEMENT OF LINDA LGCKE, NUTRITION PROJECT DIRECTOR,
COMMUNITY COORDINATED CHILD CARE OF LOUISVILLE, REP-
RESENTING CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM SPONSORS’ FOR
ACCOMPANIED BY HELEN BLANK, DIRECTOK, CHILD C
AND FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES, CHILDREN’S DEFENSE

Ms. Locke. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I
am Linda Locke, Nutrition Director of Community Coordinated
Child Care, commonly known as 4-C, of Louisville, Jefferson
County, KY. . .

We want to thank you, as day care members, day care communi-
ty, for your constant support of Child Nutrition Programs. | sppre-

s
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ciate the opportunity today to testify on how the child care food
program affects the children that we serve in our community.

4-C nutrition project serves as an umbrella sponsor in the Child
Care Food Program. We have 40 day care centers and 30 family
day care homes serving over 3,000 children each day, just in our
community. Seventy percent of these children are from low income
families. A arie number of the children are from single, one-
garent, female-headed households. It is vital that these families

ave uvailuble, affordable, accessible, day care so that they can
continue to work and to be productive members of society.

I want to express deep appreciation on our for this commit-
tee’s bipartisan leadership in passing House bil] 4091.

Today I would like to address other critical \areas of concern in
the Child Care Food Program that were not addressed in 4091. The
first area of concern is the tiering method of reimbursement to day
care eenters. This not only allowed ter funding to flow to cen-
ters who were serving a majority of low income children but it sirag
plified administrative procedures by cutting back on paperwork. It
was our experience that this cut substantially cut funding to cen-
ters who were serving the majority of low income working parents.

One dago care center had its food program reimbursement cut
from $1,100 to $300 a month, which was much ter than maybe
had been reported by the media. Deep cuts in CCFP funding were a
major factor in two day care centers’ decision to close. These day
cz_xlxie centers were loceted in low income areas of downtown Louis-
ville.

The majority of the centers’ employees lost their jobs because
they lived nearby. Parents no longer had easy access to affordable
day care. Many parents could not afford the increased fees that
were a result of the loss of Child Care Food Program funding, and
they withdrew their children from centers.

A second issue I want to address is equipment assistance. Equip-
ment assistance purchased when these funds were available is dete-
riorating and becoming obsolete. This year one of the day care cen-
ters that we serve has experienced major problems with its freezer,
dishwasher, and deep fryer. ey're just keeping their fingers
crossed. There are no other sources of funds, local, tate, or Feder-
al, to assist child care centers in replacing this equipment.

Equipment assistance alsc aided in developing new centers in
areas that would serve low income children. Child care programs
have absolutely no flexibility in their budgets for expenditures of
this magnitude. These are shoestring budgets with 75 percent of
the expenditures going to pay for salaries. ’

I'd like to give you some examples of child care salaries in our
area. A classroom supervisor's salaries range on a 40-hour work
week, from minimum wage, which is around $7,000 a year, to ap-
proximately $12,000 to $13,000. People who assist them in the class-
room, the care givers, average minimum wage to about $10,400 a
vear.

The third issue of concern is that legislation needs to be changed
o allow for-profit centers to participate in the child care food pro-
cram if they are serving low income title 20-eligible children. We
aave a shortfall of title 20 funds in Kentucky. They are very
scarce. And because there are no title 20 funds, children are being
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denied Child Care Fdgod Program beaefits because they're fot
funded by title 20. If they're title 20 eligible, that's the key we're
looking for. «

4-C currently sponsors 10 day care centers that are eligible for
the Child Care Food Program that are considered for profits. Many
of these for profits are in the poorest of the poor neighborhoods
and the children are desperately in need of the benefits of the food

program.

l"i‘%re next issue of concern is that administrative fees paid to
sponsors of family day care homes need to be restored to previous
levels. Quality child care requires ongoing monitoring and the
Child Care Food is one of the very few supports of quality
child care in family day care homes.

It. costs our agency $58 per month for each day care home that
we sponsor. We only receive $46 per month from the Child Care
Food Program. We're fortunate we are a United Way agency, and
they make up the difference. But a lot of sponsors are not' so fortu-
nate.

The last and very important issue 1 want to address is the issue
of the means test in family day care. We are dismayed at Senate
bill 1994 introduced by Jesse Helms. Every Federal dollar for
family day care is so vitally important. Family day care homes pro-
vigé over 50 j)ercent of child care arrangements in this country,
and the Child Care Food Program is the single most important
source of funds which supports the family day care system.

Family day care homes take care of most of the children in child
care under the age of 3. Forty percent of the families using family
day care are single parent families. Many parents work odd hours
and could not do so without the flexibility afforded by family day
care arrangements. : :

I want to give you an example of the flexibility. Last year 4-C
assisted a distraught parent in finding child care to fit her nurse's
training schedule. She was a single parent needing care on alter-
nate 6-week shifts. One ghift started at 5:30. The next 6 weeks the
shift went from 12 to 8 at night. She stressed that she would have
to drop out of nurse's training if affordable child care could not ac-
commodate her schedule. A family day care home under CCFP
sponsorship was able to provide this flexible care. Today she's a
registered nurse working at a local hospital and she is «elf-support-
ing. |

The cost of family day care is usually below that of center care.
Fees in family day care are more likely to be adjusted according to
parents’ work schedule, further reducing the cost. Family day care
provides before- and after-school care, ensuring that children get to
and from school safely.

The children have care available when we have snow days, or
when the schools are closed for holidays.

In Louisville, children attend either half-day morning sessions or
half-day afternoon sessions of kindergarten. A family day care pro-
vider is especially important to these families. She arranges to
have lunch at 11:30 for the children who are fixing to leave and
then she arranges to have lunch for the children who arrive at
12:30. She makes sure that they get on the right buses, they get
back when thev're supposed to, which is a very big concern if you
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have a child in kindergarten and you're workirig and your child’s "
only going half days.

Family day care providers work 12 to 14 hours a day caring for
children, 5 to 6 days a week. This is very difficult, emotionally
stressful, and a physically exhausting job 87 percent of family day
care providers' earnings are below the poverty level. These are low
income women, operating a business which utilizes their skills in
caring for children. And it is only because of the Child Care Food
Program that many providers are licensed, visible, taxpayers.

Before CCFP participation, many family day care homes operat-
ed underground and providers did not pay taxes or make social se-
curity contributions.

The confidentiality of parent income information is an extremely
sengitive issue in the formal family day care homy setting. The pro-
vider and parents are often friends. They live jn the same neigh-
borhood many times. There is no direct fjnancial incentive of par-
ents to provide income information, and ‘many parents would
refuse to do so. ‘

The rapid growth of family day care homes in the Child Care
Food Program has been repeatedly criticized, but it should be re-
membered that only a few years ago children cared for in family
day care were not receiving any benefits from the Child Care Food
Program. The success of this program is directly related to the sim-
plicity of the recordkeeping for the provider.

The program is currently easy to understand and implement,
and becauss of this providers have participated and the children
have benefited.

Low-income providers are those who find it the most difficult to
deal with forms and regulation and they would be the first to drop

“out if means testing were implemented.

The Hunger Commission’s approach of geographic means testing
would not work in many areas, including Louisville. Communities
with successful desegregation plans would not be able to use the
eligibility of the free, reduced-price lunches of neighborhocd
schools. Especially in rural areas, the mixed socioeconomic popula-
tion, such as small cities and rural areas have, would :lso be at a
disadvantage.

4-C conducted & random survey among the homes we sponsored.
They were asked what would happen if child care food program
participation was no longer feasible or cost effective for you. These
are the results: 100 percent of the homes sald they would have to
substantially raise their fees to parents; 80 percent felt they would
have to quit serving breakfast; 65 percent felt they would have to
serve lower quality meals; 50 percent said they would probably be
forced to close because parents would withdraw their children.
They would not be able to afford the increase in fees.

A provider caring for five children, the average number of chil-
dren cared for by one provider is 3.7, she currently receives ap-
proximately $1¥7 a month. If 40 percent of her children were clas-
sified as low income, the reimbursement would decline to approxi-
mately $§78 This would not cover the additional cost of maintaining
CCFP meal standards for all the children in her care, and she
would have to do so, because current regulations and legislation
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ety e byl
ing peanut r to one chi r to another.
ﬁechﬂdmnwwmmhamanyMﬁGofoc‘i%eavaihbh.es-
pecially the low income children to whom means testing is sup-

posedly targeted.
Providers would ence again d. The quality stand-
ards implemented by the Child Care Food monitoring

would cease. This vitally important segment of day care com-
munity would no longer be accessible and visible to parents who

dw'agtﬂneedthmrm : y
e of the Child Care Food Program is-to raise the nutri-
tional ,uality of food served to children while they are in day care.
That would not be what would happen under means testing. With-
out the CCFP available to aill all families, the original
goal of this program cannot be reached. -
We are very concerned about the future and availability of these
programs to the children we serve. As one who implemented pro-
gmmatmservieelem“hawbzndﬂmedaggg
mayed at cutbacks affect ives of chil-
dren. We commm eommit.teemf:lrl{ts continued dipartisan sup-

port of child nutrition and for lookihg again at messures
to remedy some of the cri shortages t in 1981.

Thank you.

Chairman PEegiNs. Thank you this ing for excellent testi-
mony. We are delighted that all of you up here.

We will go along, I think, to ite the hearings, before we call

on the members, Gwen Chegwidden. Is that the way that name is
pronounced, Chegwidden?
Ms. CusowinDEN. Just like it's spelled, idden.
Chairman Peagins. All right, Chegwidden. Go right ahead.
Ms. CiecwippeN. Thank you.
{Prepared statement of Gwen Chegwidden follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF Owex Citzowinozn, NUTRITION EpucaTion CONSULTANT
ANp Formzr Foop Szxvice Dmmrcros Memssg, Socizry ros NutrRimon Epucasion

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee: I am Gwen Chegwidden, a nutri-
tion education consultant and former food service director from Pennsylvanis. [ am
here today speaking on behalf of the Society for Nutrition Education (SNE), a pro-
fessional organization of nutrition educators, which has made the continuation and
adequate funding of the Nutrition Education and Training (NET) Program one of ita
hi?}mprtigribemnmbythanhm for th uni testify on behalf of SNE
want i ing you for the opportunity to ify on

for the NET . I also_want to express ap tion for the leadership and
support which committed has given to the cgﬂd nutrition programs over the
years. Iy my testimony today I want to tell you what the NET Program has accum-
plished to date and v hat its needs are for the future.

As you know, the NET came into existence in 1977 an amendment to the
Child Nutrition Act of 1866 (P.L. 95~168). The goals of the prognmasastablishedz
law inciudes: 1) instructing students with regard to the nutritional value of
and the relationship between food and buman health; 2) training school food service
personnel in the i and practices of food service t; J) instructing
teachers in sound principles of nutrition education; and 4) end
classroom materials and curriculs. Thus, the NET Program is much more ;

mere curriculum development ss claimed by the Administration in its FY 85 budg‘ -

proposal (the Administration stated that the NET Program should be terminated
cz;ut;;d “this program’s objective—curriculum development—has been accom-
plished™).
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as it relates to nutrition, but actually
puts these concepts into p in unchrdom, thereby turning the school cafe-
teria into a nutrition learn\pgd Iaboratory. It is important to realize, however, that
nutrition education is not a static discipline and therefore, there is a continuous
need to develop new materials to meet emerging needs. Furthermore, curriculum
development without training of teachers in how to use the materials will result in
the materials merely sitting on a shelf. The effectiveness of nutrition education is
dependent upon the classroom teacher pogsessing basic usable nutrition knowledge
as well as the techniques and tools necessary tp motivate children to make informed
food choices. Based on our feedback from teachers nationwide, there is a desperate
need for training of the teachers providing nutrition education in the classroom in
order that they provide accurate information on a timely basis.

The NET Program is uaﬂyimpoﬂantinthathforﬂntmimngofthe
food services worker and y helps to improve meal management overall.
With the decreased funding for the Child Nutrition Program it becomes more im-
portant than ever that the food service worker be adequately trained in nutrition
and food service manggement. ’

Finally, the NET is important as a cogt savings measure because it can
ultimately decrease th care costs. Education of school sge children is thought to
be the most cost-efficient way in which to develop a nutritionally informed popula-
tion since lifetime food habits are established at an early age. By teaching wise food
choices early In life, the program helps to minimize future care costs result-
ing from poor dietary choices. In a country where six of the ten leading causes of
death are linked to diet, and dental caries and iron deficiency plaque much of the
school age population, this is an im t consideration.

NET 18 currently ogemtingi.n states and territories and has resched over
i9.072,282 studenta, 619,568 teachers and 351,748 food service personnel with nutri-
tion education information. Additionally, many states have been able to provide nu-
trition education information to parents, nurses, dentists, mchmrmmpals super-
intendents and school business managers as well. Each of these individuals can play
an important role in ing children with nutrition education.

Since its inception the Program has met with success. An independent pro-

evaluation funded by USDA and conducted by Abt Associates, Inc. in 1981
ound that even in the initial years NET Programs were functioning well and that
pmgmm activities were having a positive impact on nutritior gowledge and food

references of children. The GAO rt entitled ““What Can Done to Improve

utrition Education Efforts in the Schools”’' complied in May 1982 by the General
Accounting Office for the Administration, likewise an:fpoﬁed the importance and
cost-effectiveness of nutrition education in general the NET Programs in par-
ticular. The NET Program was cited as an effective way to implement a much
needed educational program. Evaluations of the NET Program in the various states
have found equally impressive results including:

Decrease in plate waste.

Increase in school lunch participation.

Increase in nutrition knowledge among students. teachers and schoo! food

service personnel.

Change in nutrition practices among students. teachers, and school food serv.

ice personnel.
“hange in attitude toward nutrition among students, teachers and food serv-
ice personnel.

Increase in parent involvement in nutrition education activities. .

Additionally. many states are now using innovative techniques to reach the
groups targeted by law including.

Mass media.

Computers.

Resource centers.

Cores of nutrition education trainers.

NET Coordinators have also begun sharing materials and disseminating their nu-
trition education programs between the various states Finally, NET has a streng
catalytic effect on nutrition eduction in the states with the smali federal investment
generating considerable state and local support. R

Unfortunately, the progress made by the NET Program thus far is threatened by
the continual decrease in mgram funding. Over the years NET funding has de
creased as follows: FY 78 E 79—8$26 million, FY 80— million, FY 81—815 mil-
lion, FY 82 to present—$5 million. Thus, originally funded at a level of 50 cemsJ;er
child, this went down to 30 cents per child in 1980 and down to 10 cents per child in
1982 wherqyt remains today. This decrease in funding has meant that fewer teach

NET not only teaches
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ore, schoel food service ! and students are being reached with nutrition in-
formation. States have to substantially decrease activitios and change
mmeﬁM&,hMmﬁmﬁmﬁ&w there has
sometimes been no money available to the i , for the past
three years a lack of cash flow due to funds not being inati manner
under the contin resolution hss crestsd severe problems for NET Program ad-
&l;inm Given tremendous need forbnutt;ie&on education information uet;.f:
n y needs sssasement carrisd out by state administering
mnm.the' ited fending hmdm.mm.mﬁgdmm
itionally, A has recently amended the to allow states the

: Pt e 3 Jpticn
gmmﬁmut‘:::umﬂﬁum.ﬁmhmmﬁnﬁgmmwn;

coordinator which include comprehensive state plans and

the nutrition edutation carried out the state with
monies, it seems- uni not that @ coordinator would be
able to fulfill these responaibilitics. 's success is also threatened by the
fact that for the past few years the tion has recommended $0 funding for

the program’s existence is in
that you the members of this committee support the continu-
ation of the Although we would like to see the

ﬂwpmrn.lthdiﬁmﬂthmﬂnmnmmmmdwdmlnplw
P NE b o
is

: program funded -
at the original level @mﬁperehﬂd.wm&hgfwnminhnnmfugyswmﬂ- :

lion for now. We m:mmummmmmsmuum
inﬁgludedugge".lk bl,;butthkmg'llinmuin‘ mmﬂdhavam
effecthon Program greater outreach program t
woddmmmmmmmmn fora NET
m.mmmwwdwmm pro-
ﬁmat $10 million. Finslly, supports the permanent au tion of
¢ m as provided hnndmthe g&&l . 'I‘hntmldof mgmﬂy mfadlitate the continu-
ation of on-going programs opmien

The Nﬁlmemwﬁe support within mmnmﬁﬁoﬂ community.
Moreover, it has many characteristics advocated by the Administrition—it 18
cost-effective, it is based on the needs of each individual state, it contributes to the
efficient management of the Child Nutrition anditteachumponﬁhh“'g
for one’s own health. The program has done much in its short existence, but m
remains to be done. NET has resched only & small proportion of the intended audi-
ence. To eliininate it now means that many children, teachers and school food serv-
ice personnel will not be provided with nutrition education informatian. Continued
support and increased for this program is a small, but far reaching invest-
ment in the future of the nation's children.

Thank you for your time and concern.

STATEMENT OF GWEN CHEGWIDDEN, NUTRITE(?N EDUCATION
CONSULTANT AND FORMER SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE DIREC-
TOR, REPRESENTING THE SOCIETY FOR NUTRITION EDUCA-
TION

Ms. Cuzcwippen. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommit-
tee, I am Gwen Chegwidden, a nutrition education consultant and
former food service ﬁirector from Pennsylvania. I have been before
this committee before on behalf of children and school lunch. And
it has always been my goal to make the dollars that were appropri-
ated by Congress nutritionally important at the local level and
today I'm speakiﬁ on behalf of the Society for Nutrition Educa-
tion, a professional organization of nutrition educators, which has
made the continuation and adequate funcing of the Nutrition Edu-
cation and Training Program one of its highest priorities.

I want to begin by thanking you for the opportunity to testify on
behaif of SNE for the net J)rogram I also want to express apprecia-
tion for the leadership and support which this committee has given
to the child nutrition programs over the years.

It's my testimony today to tell you what the net program has ac-
complished to date and what its needs are for the future. As you
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well know, the net program came into existence in 1977 as an
amendment fo the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. And that was such
good news for our food service directors to realize that there was
going to be support from the Federal level to make nutrition im-
portant to the school lunch.

The goals of the program as established by law include instruct-
infastudents with regard to the nutritional value of foods and the
relationship between food and human health, the training of school
food service personnel in the principles and practices of food serv-
ice management, instructing teachers in sound principles of nutri-
tion education, and fourth, developing and using classroom materi-
als and curricula. Thus, the rogram is much more than
mere curriculum development, as claimed by the administration in
its fiscal year 1985 budget prog:al.

The administration stated that the NET Program should be ter-
minatad because this egrﬁram’s er, curriculum development,
has been accomplished. Net not only teaches the concept of food as
it relates to nutrition, but actually puts these concepts into prac-
tice in the lunchroom.

And therefore, turning the school cafeteria into a nutrition
learning laboratory is what is accomplished by the program. And it
was always my feeling that we spend an awful lot of money on
cafeterias and then don’t get that value out of them as a laborato-
ri. We have physics laboratories and we teach ‘ghysics. We have
chemistry laboratories and we teach chemistry. We have nutrition
laboratories where we should be teaching nutrition.

And to emphasize that, in the school district where I was, we
always answered the phone, “nutrition center,” and it was a case

of trying to create an image for the students and the facuity that- B

this was a nutrition laboratory.

It's important to realize, however, that nutrition education is not
a static discipline and, therefore, there is a continuous need to de-
velo;a new materials to meet emerging needs. Furthermore, cur-
riculum development without training of teschers in how to use
the materials will result in the materials merely sitting on a shelf.
The effectiveness of nutrition education is dependent upon the
classroom teacher, possessing basic usable ‘hutrition knowledge as
well as the techniques and tools necessary to motivate children to
make informed food choices.

Based on our feedback from teachers nationwide, there is a des-
perate need for training of the teachers providing nutrition educa-
tion in the classroom, in order that they provide accurate informa-
tion on a timely basis. And we all know that in this area of fad
diets there’s a lot of misinformation in the area of nutrition, and
it's important that children have access to what is valid. '

The NET Program is equally important in that it provides for
the training of the food service worker and thereby helps to im-
prove school mea! management overall. With the decreased fund-
ing for the child nutrition programs, it becomes more important
than ever that the food service worker be adequately trained in nu-
trition and food service management.

Finally, the NET P am 18 important as a cost saving measure
because it can ultimately decrease health care costs. Education of
school-aged children is thought to be the most cost-efficient way in
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which to develop a nutritionally informed population, since lifetime
food habits are established at an early age. By teaching wise food
choices early in life, the program helps to minimize the future
heaith care costs, resulting from dietary choices.

In a country where 6 of the 10 causes of death are linked
to diet and dental caries and iron deficiency plag:e much of the
school-age population, this is an important consideration. NET is
currently operating in 54 States and territories and has reached
over 19,072 students, 619,568 teachers, and 351,748 food service
personnel with putrition education information.

Additionally, many States have been able to provide nytrition
education information to ts, nurses, dentists, coaches, princi-
pals, superintendants, and school business managers as well. Each
of these individuals can play an important role in ing chil-
dren with nutrition education. Since its inception, the Pro-
gram has met with success. An independent program evaluation,
unded by USDA, and conducted b Associates, Inc. in 1981,
found that evenithe initial year’s l%E’l‘ programs were functioning
well and that activities were ﬁnifl itive impact on
nutrition know and food preferences of children.

The GAO report entitled * t Can Be Done To Im§nrovg Nutri-
tion Education Efforts in the Schools?”’ compiled in May 1981 by
the General Accounting Office for the administration, likewise sup-
ported the importance and cost effectiveness of nutrition education
in general and the NET Program in icular. The NET
was cited as an effective way to implement a much-needed educa-
tional program. Evaluations of the NET Program in the various
states have found equally impressive results.

Decrease in plate waste, and I think all of us have to admit that
it's the prejudice, prejudices in food, for or against, that caused the
health problems. Increase in school lunch participation, increase in
nutrition knowledge among students, teachers, and school food
service personnel, ¢ in nutrition practices among students,
teachers, and school food service personnel.

One teacher told me one time, “I've listened to you for several
years and finally it's making sense to me.” Now, that's strange
that it takes that much to change peoples’ food heoits. But it does.

Change in attitude toward nutntion among students, teachers,
and food service personnel, increase in nt involvement in nu-
trition education activities. Additionally, many States are now
using innovative techniques to reach the groups targeted by law,
including the mass media, computers, resource centers, cores of nu-
trition education trainers.

NET coordinators have alsoc begun sharing materials and dis-
seminating their nutrition educational program between the vari-
ous States. ‘

Finally, NET has a strong catalytic effect on nutrition education
in the States with the small Federal investment, generating consid-
erable State and local support.

Unfortunately, the progress made by the NET Program thus far
is threatened by the continual decrease in program funding over
the years. NET funding has decreased as follows: Fiscal year 1978
to 1979, $26 million. Fiscal year 1980, $20 million. Fiscal year 1981,
$15 million. Fiscal year 1982, to the present, $6 million. Thus, origi-
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nally funded at a level of 50 cents per child, it went down to 30
cents in 1980 and down to 10 cents in 1982, where it remains today.

This decrease in funding has meant that fewer teachers, school
tfood service personnel and students are being reached with nutri-
tion information. States have had to substantially decrease pro-
gram activities and change program focus.

Additionally, in States carrying out multiyear &rojects. there has

e project.

Finally, for the past 3 years a lack of cash flow due to funds not
being forwarded in a timely manner under the continuing resolu-
tion has created severe problems for NET Program administra-
tions. Given the tremendous need for nutrition education informa-
tion as evidenced by the needs assessment carried out by the State
agencies administering the m'am, the limited funding is, indeed,
a major shortcoming of the Program.

Additionally, USDA has recently amended the regulations to
allow states the option of appointing part-time nutrition education
coordinators, citing funding constraints as a rationale for the
change. However, given the responsibilities of the State coordina-
tor, which include liE‘:’neparing comprehensive State coordinat-
ing the Nutrition Education Program being carried out throughout
the State with NET moneys, it seems unlikely, if not impossible,
;hat a part-time coordinator would be able to fulfill these responsi-

ilities. !

The program'’s sucoeqi is also threatened by the fact that for the
past few years the administration has recommended no funding for
the program. It is difficult to maintain ongoing programs and to de-
velop long-range plans when the program’s very existence is in
question.

The Society for Nutrition Education is asking that you and the
members of this committee support the continuation of the NET

' Program. Although we would like to see the program fully funded

at the original level of 50 cents per child, we are asking for a mini-
mum of $10 million for now. We recognize that this level is slightly
higher than the $7.5 million included under H.R. 4031. But this
small increase in funding would have a beneficial effect on the pro-
gram by allowing for greater outreach and program activity.

It would also enable States to pay full-time coordinators, a neces-
sity for a strong NET P am. Therefore, we ask that you give se-
rious consideration to funding the program at $10 million.

Finally, SNE strongly supports the permanent authorization of
the program as provided for under H.R. 7. This would greatly fa-
cilitate the continuation of ongoing programs and the development
of long-range plans.

The NET Program enjoys wide support within the child nutrition
community. Moreover, it has many of the characteristics advocated
by the administration. It's cost effective, based on the needs of each
individual State, contributes to the efficient management of the
child nutrition program, and it teaches responsibility for one’s own
health.

The program has done much in its short existence, but much re-
mains to be done. NET has reached only a small proportion of the
intended audience. To eliminate it now means that many children,
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teachers, and school food service personnel will not be provided
with nutrition education information.

Continued support and increased funding for this program is a
small but far-reaching investment in the futur. of the Nation's
children. Thank you for your time.

Chairman Perkins. Thank you very much for an excellent state-
ment.

Our next witness is Jani Brokaw. Go right ahead, Ms. Brokaw,
and proceed in any manner you prefer.

[Prepared statement of Jani Brokaw follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAN: BROXAW, VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN CAMPING
TION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Select Subcommittee on Elementary, Second-
nr{ and Vocational Education:
am Jani Brokaw from New York City. I am a Vice President of the American
Camping Association which is located on the Outdoor Education Campus of Indiana
g:ivemty near Martinsville, Indiana, and am the Executive of the Trail Blazer
mps.

American Camping Association is a national non-profit professional o tion
founded in 1919 to achieve professional practices in ized camps, and to inter-
pret the role of youth camps in the United States. Withi our membernhip are the
directors and owners of children's camps, camps for senior citizens, for families, and
a great variety of special populations whose sponsors or owners include private indi-
viduals, community organizations, the major religious denominations and all the
geat youth serving organizations in the nation including and Girl Scouts, the

's, Camp Fire, Jewish Welfare Board and Salvation Army. The American Camping
Association’s national office and fulltime staff is headquartered at Bradford Woods,
Martinsville, Indiena, on the Outdoor Education Campus of Indiana University.
Thurty-two local Sections (Chapters) serve the membership and public.

Amcricais Camnping Asswcintion represents some 60% of the over 11,000 camps 1n
the country. We estimate over 8,000,000 children sre served by the nation's cam
each year and over 4,000,000 attend ACA Accredited Camps. One fourth of the
camps in the United States are actually accredited under ACA's National Standards
Program. Other camps, such as private, national agencies and organizations are also
influenced through participation of their national leadership in the American
Camping Association. )

The Association's “Parents’ Guide to Atxredt'ted Camps” lists 2,200 youth camps
which have been visited while in operation by trained ACA ins rs and accredit-
ed by ACA. These camps are located in all 50 states and severa! foreign countries. I
have placed a copy of this “'Parents’ Guide” in each member's packet.

The activities of our campe vary as widely as the purposes, personalities and goals
of their owners and sponsors, but on one all youth camp leaders in the United
States are united . all professionals in the camping field want to operate safe and
healthy camps for those boys and girls entrusted to them. This is not just from the
dedication and deep concern for children which camping people already have, but it
18 obviously “good business’ and necessary for each camp’s reputation.

I would like to attest 1o the benefit of the Summer Feeding Program as it affects
organized campe across the land, not only on behalf of the members of the Ameri-
can Camping Association but the directors of many campes not affiliated with our
organization. From the earliest days of organized camps in our country, there has
heen s strong interest and concern to provide an outdoor living expericnce for
youngsters from the lower ecopomic strata of society. Early attention to this need
was seen in the Settlement House Deal with particular concern for youngsters
living in the crowded tenements in the city, but soon spread throughout a variety of
agencies and religious groups. A resurgence of the concern nationally for the “down-
trodden” during the '60's provided some funding and increased activity for camping
for the intercity child

In recent years, the sosring rate of inflation und recessjonary pressures have
made 1t increasingly difficult for the non-profit camp organized 1o serve children
from lower income families. Non-profit organizaticns, including churches, have
made efforts to increase the contributery dollar to meet the increasing costs, but
atten fundy wvailable meant the organizations had to limit the number of camper-
ships
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The Summer Feeding Program has provided an ity to not only meet the
goals of providing better nutrition for qualified children but also the concern of or-
ganizations to increase the number of youth having an outdoor group living experi-

ence.

Rather than to belabor my comments, I thought you might enjoy hearing from
your constituency directly . . .

A director of a Salvation Army resident camp reported thejr camp was able to
service an additional 125 from the black community who probably would
not have had participated in the Suminer Feeding Program in their community.

The Director of Happg‘ﬂollow Children’s Campes, Inc. of Indianapolis, Indiana, re-
ports that the Summer Feeding Program funding snsbled their camp to serve better
quality meals with more meat and frait juices.

The director of a New York camp reported that their camp was able to provide
t#hehmtqmﬁtyfwdumyMwmrbmnlbhmmmuyduemmeSummer

%rof&eM&MC&mrofNewYorkmmdmm(l)me
Summer Feeding has fostered not only increased awareness of nutri-
tion but conscious efforts by staff to teach principles to campers, (2) the Food
Program requirements and enforcement by state de Lt offi hgve led to-
better food dling practices, e.g. use of foods without itives or preservatives,
use of onlyfmhvegeublu.andmcmmdmfontomév.

The Director of four camps of Hiram House in Chagrin Falls, Ohio, notes that it
enabled limited funds to spread in order tc serve more children in the area and,
thus, serve more nutritious meals to more children.

The Director of Catholic Youth Camps in St. Paul, Minnesota, reported “We were
able to increase by 100% the number of poor children coming to camyp in our schol-
arship program. additional 25 dren would not have come to camp if we
had not been provided funds through the SFSP. Needless to say, the environment
from which they came would not have provided them with the nutritious meals the
received while at camp, let alone the ‘opportunity to leave the intercity and experi-
ence the wonder of God's creation.”

Since 1976, Channel Three Country Camp has particivated in the Summer Food
Service Program as administered by the Connecticut State Board of Education. The
Program enables us to improve the guality of the camp's food service which pro-
vides three meals and a snack daily for over 100 children during an 8-week summer

riod. These children are from low-income families, individually documented as to
amily size and income. Loss of this Program would severel reaten our Camp'’s
ability to continue providing camping services to these families who will have little
or nu alternative for summer recreational programs or nutritious meals.

So to summarize, I find cam,p directors from th hout the country identifying
three major accomplishments of the Summer Feedin am in camp:

1. They have been able to enroll some additional low-income youngsters in camp,
and, therefore increased the number of children receiving nutritional food,

2. They have been able to enrich menus, providing more fresh bles, fruits,
meat and milk than has ever been possible in the tightly-squeezed food budgets of
non-prHfit organizations

3. They have been able to provide nutritious meals that could never have been
budgeted, thus enriching the child’s diet.

(amp often becomes the important link in providing care for children of the
single parent and homes where both parents work. It not only provides good super-
vision E‘:xt insures nutritious meals, served by leaders with concern for each child's
food consumption.

There s probably no group other than school lunch directors with greater experi-
ence 10 careful food prepuration. budgeting and cost controls than the camp director
and his/her food service nianager. Even before the days of inflation/recession, camp
directors have had to carefuily budget food purchases, design menus to get the
greatest value for the dollar, and to carefully control service to prevent waste Many
of the provisions and regulations of the Summer Feeding am are second
nature to the camp director, and 1 have been able to document very little waste in
camp programs scross the country. Much of the credit for improved menus and cost
controls goes to the staff of the rl'lwd and Nutrition Service who have prepared ex.

‘¢ellent guidelines and resources for camp food service personnel.

We view the proposed Block Grant with alarm for several reasons.

I. We believe in many, and perhaps most states, there would be a tendency to
utilize all the funds through public entities. Since 959 of organized camping is dune
under private auspices, this would miss the majority of low-income youngsters who
Ko to camp. ax well ng eltminate many others from being sble 1 attend camp From
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the outset, there are 17 states that, by state law, would currently be unable to serve
non-public camps. We believe the private sector has a strong viable role in serv-
O We botiovs thoss ool o’ diversity in eligibility standards, putritional
e believe & great ¢ ty igibility n
idelines and assistance under the Block Grant plan. Good nutrition does not vary
state to state. A child’s nutritional needs are g national concern. The state by
state ﬁmwﬂdmhitdm&diﬁﬁctﬂtformnympwhkhm ly
located in one state but serve clientele from adjoining states. The program
& national standard and administration.
Wehawgmtmeemahoutthenumberoﬂoalunitsofnsﬁmnlo'yonthwrving
organizations such as Boy Scouta, YMCA, etc. who have dropped out of this program
because of the i paperwork required by the collection of social security
numbers for all adult members of a camper's household. These campe felt the in-
Mmﬁmﬁu&mwﬁmﬂmmt&n&m&m‘ t re-
ceived. The camps that have dropped have most often been camps which have been
involving low-income youth as & mainstream segment of & camp rather
campe e:clusive(;ogor low-income youngsters. We that ogummi-
ties for intercultural and cross-socictal experiences have sliminated many

S, .
The Amﬁm&mﬁmtbnmpwmmevﬂmdmmmwmg
Program and urges this ittee to reauthorize its existence under the nt
system. We beliave that organized camps are a valuasble extension of the d Nu-
trition Program d the rest of the year. We believe that it is an excellent dem-
onstration of the co ration of the public and private secror in serving needy chil-
dren. Make it posaible for us to continue to do so.

STATEMENT OF JANI BROKAW, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
AMERICAN CAMPING ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY
EDWARD COONEY, STAFF ATTORNEY, FOOD RESEARCH AND
ACTION CENTER, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ANTIHUNGER
'COALITION

Ms. Brokaw. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is
Jani Brokaw. I'm from New York City. ] am here on behalf of the
American Camping Association today. I'm a volunteer for them,
currently serving as vice president of the board. I'm also the execu-
tive director of Trailblazers, which is a private not-for-profit corpo-
ration serying needy children from New York City.

The American Camping Association is a national, not-for-profit
organization for professionals in the field, which was founded in
order to achieve professional practices in organized camps and to
interpret the role of youth camps in the United States. The ACA is
widely representative and includes groups such as Campfire, the
Boy ts, the YMCA, the YWCA, Girl Scouts, the Jewish Wel-
fare Board, the Salvation Armv, and a variety of other private and
not-for-Rz!'gﬁt operations.

The erican Camping Association currently represents about
60 percent of organized camps in the country. %’ho& camps serve
approximately 8 million children today.

the camps in the Ur ‘ted States, about 25 percent are current-
ly accredited by the ACA, and the Parents’ Guide that's in your
packet represents those people, to give you a feel for the scope of
the ACA, and if you have kids you want to send to camp, you
might look through there and pick one you might like. [Laughter.]

that's just to give you a feel for the scope of the ACA. Every
camp is difterent from any other. But one of the major focuses of
the ACA, over the last decade, has been to serve needy children. A
lot of camps and a lot of organizations have set aside campership
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funds and scholarship funds in order to mainstream needy children
through scholarship programs, or to enable camps to serve total
pogulations of disadvantaged children.

he Summer Food Service Program has enabled camps and orga-
nizations to do that better than they were able to do prior to the
establishment of the Summer Food lgmgram. A major focus of sev-
eral of those programs is food, nutrition, and health. Some of the
examsglles that are in the testimony are from around the country.
The Salvation Army credits the Summer Food Service Program for
helping them to serve more nutritionally sound meals. The Fresh
Air Fund Camps of New York credit the Summer Food
for including a greater amount of fresh vegelables and fruits and
milks and a variety of meats into the diet. The director of the CYO
camps in St. Paul, MN, says they are able to serve additional chil-
dren that they are unable to serve without he reimbursement pro-
gram that th~ Summer Food Service offers, and as executive direc-
tor of Trailblazer Camps, we serve only disadvantaged children.
We've beern. participating in the Summer Food Service Programs
for years. The major focus of what we do is food, health, and nutri-
tion, and we are really dependent on the Summer Food Service for
helping us, not only 1 the education piece but in order to serve
those meals to needy children.

The food program that gets offered in summer camps is an exten-
sion of what they're able to receive in the school system. But in the
camping program we're able to do it three meals a day and we're
in a sposxition where the nutrition education piece is also vital, and
the Summer Food Service supports the nutrition education piece,
as well as the three meals a day. So, we feel like we're in a position
to really enhance what’s begun in the public school system.

The American Camping Association is not in favor of the block
grant program which has been proposed. We believe in many and
perhaps most States there woulcr be a tendency to utilize the funds
through public entities, and since 95 percent of organized camping
is done under private auspices, this would miss the majority of the
low income cgildren currently being served through organized
camping.

There are 17 States that currently would be unable to serve non-
public camps because of their own state restrictions, and we believe
that the private sector has a strong and viable role in serving low
income children, and there are approximately 600,000 children that
would currently fall under that lg State spread of not administer-
ing their own programs.

We also believe that there would be a great diversity in eligibil-
ity standards, nutritional guidelines, and assistance under the
block grant plan. We feel that good nutrition does not vary from
State to State and a child’s nutritional needs are a national con-
cern and should not be left up to 50 independent States.

We do feel that the program deserves a national standard and
national! administration.

The American Camping Association supports the value of the
Summer Feeding Program and urges this committee to reauthorize
its existence under the present system. We believe that organized
camps are a valuable extension of the Child Nutrition Program
during the rest of the year.
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We believe that is an excellent demonstration of the cooperation
of the public and private sector in serving needy children. Please
make it possible for us to continue to do so.

) you.

Chairman Pergins. Thank you for your testimony this morning.
It was excellent.

Now 1 want to address a question to the entire &anel. I would
like to ask you all how you feel about the im; of the block grant
if these two programs, the Summer Feeding ] and the Child
Care Food Program, were placed in a block gmnt.

As you know, this is being proposed and I'm asking you whether
you feel that we should block grant these programs. I'll ‘start with
you and you can answer right across.

Ms. Brank. Well, I think you know what our response is. We
would be very concerned. We think that it flies in the face of what
is going on in the child care area. We've seen a revolution in the
number of women, mothers with young children, in the work force.
We've seen a threefold increase or more in the last 20 years; 41
percent of mothers of children under 1 now working. Fifty-seven
percent of mothers of 3- to 5-year-olds are working. more and
more mothers are working and we also see more single parent fam-

. ilies and more low income women wor , two-thirds of working

women have husbands who earn under $15,000, and we sec one in
six children growing up in a single parent household these women
have to work. The average single parent household, the average
woman, in 1981, earned less $11,000, compared to almost
$20,000 for a male headed household.

So, we obviously need child ¢are to cip one of the key Federal
supports, the second largest direct source of Federal sup for
child care being the Child Care Food Program. The only other
direct program we have,is ‘a piece of the title 20 social services
block grant. We have a very sad situation in child care, given the
demand, and given the importance of good child care, not only to
women, to help them work and be productive and pay taxes, and
not to depend on welfare, but to children, that we hate to lose any
single piece of it, and we would be stepping 110 steps backward if
the block grant passes.

Chairman Per#ins. Go ahead. Let me hear from you now.

Ms. CHeGwiDDEN. Well, the program I'm speaking to is not po-
tentially a block grant, is it?

Chairman Perkins. No.

Ms. CiEGwIDDEN. The NET Program?

Chairman PERKINS. It would eliminate it.

Ms. CuecwippEN. Yes, I know. Well, you know how I feel about
eliminating the greatest asset we have to helping children learn
about what their bodies need, so that we can try to maintain
health care costs at a reasonable—well, not reasonable, we’re past
that now, but at least potentially hold down health care costs.

Chairman PErxINs. Could you go ahead with the answer? And
then the next lady?

Ms. Locke. In speaking for the Child Care Food Program, block
granting would mean that we would not be able to fund additional
day care centers, family day care sites, and children who are addi-
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tionally enrolled in these centers, at current levels. They would all
be competing for one amount of funds.

So, new centers, centers that increase enrollments, new family
day care homes that are developed, would all receive lower reim-
bursements because the pot of money would have to be split up in
many more different ‘.ays.

Child Care Food Prugram would lose entitlement status and that
no cost of living increases would be forth coming and as you well
know, the cost of food certainly is not stabilizing and we don't
expect it to remain at current levels throughout the years.

We did receive a call from our Staie aﬁrency before coming in and
their request was, “If you mention anything, please tell them that
we do not need block granting, because our ef?orts are cooperative,
and we do a good job ther.” And there are children in 13 States
in the Child Care Food who would not have it available if
those States’ p ms afe administered by the regional office.

Ms. Brokaw. There are currently 17 States which depend on the
USDA to administer the Summer Food Service Program, either be-
cause—usually because thcse States have policies that do not allow
them to administer it to the nonpublic school sector. Within those
17 States, there are currently 600,000 children that receive benefits
of the Summer Food Program that would then not qualify.

Mr. Cooney, Mr. Chairman, I'd just like to add one note to this,
but first ] wanted to publicly thank both the members of the ma-
jority and the minority for tleeir support of H.R. 4091. I know that
on the minority side there was some reservation by some members
and Mr. Goodling and the other members took it upon themselves
to persuade people to publicly support that bill, and as a result,
there was a vote on the House floor of 306-114. I know that public-
ly and in the press you will not see any recognition of the efforts of
Mr. Packard, Mr. Gunderson, and Mr. Goodling on this point, but
we in the advocacy community are aware of it, and I msben to
mention this because we're also aware that we're frequently critics
of various proposals of the administration, and we do have some
reservations about the block grant and the turnback provision, and
I just wanted to let the committee know that we will be preparing
a legal memo and distributing it to the committee next week on
the issue of turnback. But in just essence, as Ms. Brokaw pointed
out, there are 17 States that the regional office of USDA does ad-
minister the Summer Food Program. They administer the Child
Care Food Program in nine States. What is not known, generally,
is that USOA administers private schools in 11 other States that
have the National School Lunch Program, the Residential Child
Care Institution Programs, and the Special Milk Program.

We wouid lose, if USDA decides that they can't, that they don't
want to administer the programs, and the State agencies decide
that they either can't, by State constitution or by State statute or
by State policy, you lose the—there are only two entities to which
to give, you know, Catholic schools, Jewish schools, summer food
sites, and child care sites, the money. You either have to have a
Federal entity or a State entity.

Now, I have been having some conversations with both the ma-
jority and minority staffs on this issue and our research to date
shows that of the 11 States where the National School Lunch Pro-
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gram is administered by USDA, there are 108,000 children in those
schools and those States, 595 schools and institutions. Of the i1
States, 7 States have State constitutions which almost always
repeat the phrase, “Public funds shall not be transferred to private
institutions.” I am unaware of any Federal case interpreting
whether or not Federal funds can be passed through there. But
there are three attorneys general’s opinions on the issue and we
have a copy of the attorneys general’s opinions from South Caroli-
na and Tennessee and we're getting the one from Virginia, and
each of them indicate that, in fact, the South Carolina attorney
general’s opinion in 1968 indicated that they could, the State
agency, could not sponsor the Summer Food Pn¥ram They were
asked to take another look at that decision in 1978 to see whether
they could administer the Nutrition Education and Training Pro-
gram in private institutions, and they reaffirmed their earlier deci-
sion.

I raise these issues just to show you how complicated the issue
might turn out to be. It’s not a simple question of if we had to ask
ourselves, is the State agency better to administer the program
than USDA, I think we would tend generally to agree, that yes, the
State agency should do it. But if you have a state constitution that
you would have to amend in order to do that, you may want to
take a second look to see whether or not something can he done

there.

The other issues that I know thm is going to be ad-
dressing, a number of different thing#; but tHe administration has
requested a supplemental for this year of about $545 million for
funding for child nutrition. You should be aware of the fact that
that supplemental only covers expenses for the normal expenses of
the program between July 10 and September 20. We sll are aware
of this issue of shortfall of about $315 million or $320 million due
to a transfer of accounts a long time ago.

‘That supplemental of $545 million has no funds in it for this
shox;ltfall. so the committee may want, at some point, to take a look
at that.

And in terms of the block grant, which is the initial question you
asked, we have some reservations on that particular proposal be-
cause while it's an improvement over last year's, in the sense that
they do give you current services money as opposed to taking a cut,
in future years, when you lose the entitlement status for a pro-
gram and you lose the food grice inflation by fiscal 1987 the pro-
grams which you now get $443 million for you would get 20 percent
lower funds for losing those two features of entitlement status or
entitlement funding and raising the reimbursement fates for food
price inflation.

So, by fiscal year 1987 you would have $80 million less in terms
of funds and the camping folks would have to compete with the
child care folks to see who has more political power at a local level.
This is on of the reasons why that people who sometimes supnort
block grants, like the National Association of Counties, have en-
dorsed the concept of block grants. Th(ejs(; all have resolutions, the
National Governors' Association, the Conference of Mayors, and
the National Association of Counties, on the issue of block grants
as they relate to income security programs, and the reason is, as
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Ms. Brokaw pointed out, that in these particular areas there is a
value to having national nutritional standards, because the poor
kid in one State has needs that do not differ radically from those in
another. Thank you.

Mr. KiLpee. Mr. Packard.

Mr. PacarDp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Xmgmm currently is at what level, the national commit-
ment} Approximatel $5&) million, is that correct?

Mr. NEY. For child care in summer?

Mr.{Packarp. No, for the—

Mr. Cooney. For the NET Program? I'm not sure which one you
mean.

Mr. PACKARD. | thought that was for—that must have been the
NET Program, I guess.

[Pause.]

Mr. PACKARD. Perhaps it was in the NET Program, where they
were approximately at $56 million now and we were looking at $7%
million and you're asking for $10 million.

Ms. CHEGWIDDEN. Right.

Mr. PAckaRrp. That's it.

What percent of children under that program do gou feel is being
serviced that are eligible for it, at the current level?

Ms. CuecwibpbeN. Well, the problem is the lack of effort put into
it la: some States, when they're only getting whatever it is. $50,000
is the minimum at this point, I think. And that is not enough to
pay a coordinator, so they divide it up among whatever educational
entities they have within the State. In Pennsylvania it happens to
be intermediate units. And then it comes into the intermediate
unif and it’s hardly enough to do anything with.

So, it's just not providing for the ongoing effort. See, it potential-
ly can affect children from kindergarten through 12th grade.

Mr. Packarp. The only reason for the concern, of course, is that
there’s a call for a lﬂ&percent increase over what the current
levels are, and that at a time when there are budget constraints.

Ms. CHeGcwiIDDEN. Well, actually it's a 150-percent dicrease from
its origifial funding, so that's why we're looking at a little more
than you are.

Mr. Packarb. OK.

Ms. CHEcwiDDEN. To try to get back to a more effective level so
that we can do the job that needs to be done.

Mr. PackarDp. Then on the camping program, that comes out of
the Summer Feeding Program. What percent of the funds are
made available for camping programs and what percent is normal-
ly retained in the traditional summer school or administered
through the schools, or is all of the camp funding administered
through the schools?

I'm not familiar just how the camps——

Mr. CoonEey. There is a 1983 scope report that the Department of
Agriculture is releasing imminentf; and they break down by spon-
sor what—they don’t breakdown by funds. {Ve can calculate that
for you. They give you the number of children served by camps,
how many served by schools, how many served by public sponsors
like cities, and we can get that to your staff. But that scope report,
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I don’t think, is released at the moment. The program is funded at
99. Last summer they spent $39 million.

I’'m just not sure how much is for the camps.

Mr. Pacearp. I'm curious. Do the camps get the money directl
{rhom scflhelgwermmm? t through application or do they go thmugg

e school system

Mr. CoonEy. They wouldn't go through the school system. They
would get it from the State agency through the U.S. Department of

ture. However, in 17 States those camps do get it directly
from USDA because USDA currently administers the programs.

Mr. Packarb. I see. OK, thank you. No further questions.

Mr. Haves. This is a rather broadside question and I think that I
&fustsaythat,asusual,wehavewitnesedme good testimo-
ny in each of the areas which you all have to. My broad-
sideqltlxesﬁon,though,amlcorrectineoncludingthatyoum
being hurt by the.current budgetary cuts in each of your respective
aress of operation, and two, you are in effect asking at least resto-
ration in part of those budgetary cuts so you can continue an effec-
tive program which you used to give to children in the areas in
whi work?

Mr. Either one of answer.

Ms. Locke. I think I would have to answer yes, yes, and yes.

Mr. Hayes. Not all but part you want to say?

Ms. Locke. We're looking for restoration because cuts have been
to the point that programs are hurt so much that many of them
have closed. Children have not been cared for. Parents have not
been able to work and this particular child nutrition pngam, the
Child Care Food Program, is one of the basic supports of child care

I am a parent that uses day care. 1 couldn’t work if it were not
available, at affordable price, and I think that the restorations that
we need, I don’t think we're asking for the moon. You know, some-
times I'm sure it seems like it. But these are cuts that have been
made that have hurt children very deeply, and we need to see
them restored so we can tﬁnba‘:k to effective quality levels of care.

Mr. Havgs. That's all, ks. .

Mr. KiLoge. My, Gunderson.

Mr. GunpersoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I've got about three questions here I guess, and I'm foing to
begin with Gwen. And I'm goin%’to tell you, Gwen, that I always
feel a little queasy when I sit up here and | hear a nutrition person
testify in front of us because you're Frobabl{ looking at one of
America’s junk food junkies, I always feel guilty when you people
come before our committee.

-Ms. CuecwipDEN. And healthy as can be. [Laughter.]

Mr. GunpersoN. Thank you.

What I'd like you to do is trace for me how the NET am
would start at the Federal level and on to my next door neighbor,
who happens to be a fourth grade elementary teacher. Can you
trace the program from here down to her and describe exactly
what she gets and what she uses through the NET Program?

Ms. CHecwipDEN. Well, it varies, of course, within the States and

the activities that have already gone on, due to the original fund-
ing of NET. But the way it works is originally the States had an
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advisory council or advisory group made up of every segment of the
educational area, plus nurses and just a very broad s . And
that created an atmosphere and an awareness of nutntion that had
never hagpened.

All right, now from thatﬁ!'oup back to the school district and the
community, through the PTA, the superintendents, because t.hese\
were all represented on this advisory council and they all met with
their groups. This was of the thrust. So, it gets back to the

school district, and this a ness begins to catch afire.
Then through the funding, materials were developed, training
sessions were held with teac and food service workers, and it

was just a mushrooming thing. And then all of a sudden it's down
to there’s just no money to continue this awareness. And that’s the
bi thing to me, is the awareness. Kids are bombarded by the
media to consume low nutrient, high calorie, foods. And they need
the opportunity to learn at school how to take care of their bodies
in the most healthful way. \

Mr. GunpersoN. Could you or the Society for Nutrition Educa-
tion grovide us more detail? I don’t want to be selfish. I'll
you do it for Mr. Kildee's district, our chairman. If you could just
take, for example, this $5 million and say, “Michigan gets this
much and then we go.on down from there,” and trace this so we
could really see where the dollars &and what the net effect of
those dollars is when they get to ir local service delivery. It
would be helpful to me to determine exactly the merit of the pro-
%ram and, in particular, what form it ought to take here at the

ederal level. Could something be done like that?

Ms. CuecwipDEN. The society would be very happy to do that,
I'm sure, and address it to you?

Mr. GunbpersoN. Well, we're going to share this. [Laughter.]

Mr. Kibpez. If you could get it to the subcommittee within 10
dagls, it will be made a part of the record of this hearing.

s. CHEGWIDDEN. Very good. Thank you.

Mr. GunpErsoN. That would be very helpful.

Mr. Cooney. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Yes.

Mr. CooNEy. There is also a book available by Amanda Mel-
linger, who is the NET coordinator for the State of California,
which does trace many of those things in a number of States, in-
cluding all States who are members of the committee. But what
maybe SNE can do for you is trace it back in terms of if you give
them particularly the school district, for example, Flint, or in your
area in Wisconsin, they can aiso do that.

Of course, in Michigan and Wisconsin, they have been in the
forefront of some of these things, such as NET. So, it should not be
difficult. But we can also get you the materials from other States.

Mr. GunpersoN. That would be helpful.

Mr. KiLpge. | think any existing material to supplement these
statements would be a good thing for the record.

Mr. Gunperson. OK. I think, Linda, you were the one that gave
the testimony?

Ms. Locke. Yes.

Mr. Gunperson. I'd like to emphazise first of all that I'm a big
supporter of child care. If I have one concern about child care it's

i)
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that—you're lucky. As my sisters are lucky. They're able to get
someone to take care of their children. I've got to figure out a way
to get child care to my rural areas in Wisconsin. So any help you
could give me on that, I'm all for.

I wanted to ask you about one statement you made in the last
page of your testimony. The goal of the child care feeding program
is to raise the nutritional quality of food served to children while
they are in day care. This goal would be negated under means test-
ing. I guess that concerned me because it sort of told me, “We will
give nutrition if the Federal Government gives us the money but if
they don’t, we're not tfoing to.” I don't think that’s what you
meant. 1 was just wondering if you could elaborate as to exactly
how you see the Federal funding affecting the nutrition program in
the typical child care setting.

Ms. Locke. OK. Well, this particular statement which you're ad-
dressing is related to the provision of the Child Care Fqoed Program
benefits for family day care homes. A day care home, the setting is
in someone’s personal home. There are very few children there.

Means testing will make it not cost effective for a family day
care provider to participate in the Child Care Food Program. The
goal of the program is to provide the nutritional standards to chil-

ren in day care. If the provider is not participating, the benefits
are not there and, therefore, the goal is not reached.

Ms. BLank. Let me just elaborate on that. The prime source of
Federal money to fami{y day care is the Child Care Food Program.
Very few title 20 dollars go to family day care. Family day care
providers, as Linda Winted out, cannot charge a lot because par-
ents can't pay a lot. We have a real problem with day care workers
earning so little and people wanting these women to earn more,
and then we get into this crunch because we price day care out of
the market. -

If there is no food money to feed the children, the only way for
the provider to provide the same level meal is for her to raise fees
as much as, what, $2 or $3 a day. And if you're looking at her serv-
ing women or families who earn between $10, $20, even $30,000 a
year, if you add $10 or $15 a week. on top of what they're already
pa’¥ing, they're not going tp-be.able to keep their child in care.

h: alternative is to keep fees and to tell the family to bring a
bag lunch. So the children aren’t eating the same kinds of food.
What we're concerned about is not only that but, unfortunately, be-
cause of the little money we have in day care, the food money to
the family day care provider has meant more than just the chil-
dren, as Linda pointed out, are being fed well. It's meant that these
family day care providers have come out from underground and re
delivering better care because they're connected to a system and
are legal.

ne of the big problems is that so much of family day care is op-
erated under the table or underground that you can't even get par-
ents connected. You talk about the terrible shortage of child care,
and it is just a real enormous problem in rural areas, even in
urban areas, unless family day care providers are registered or li-
censed, parents can't get to them. And ironically it's n the food
program that has been the single most important factor in encour-
aging them to become licensed or registeteg, because they can't
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participate. So, there’s a whole set of ramifications involved in
that, in addition to improved meals.

Mr. GunbpersoN. It sounds to me, Mr. Chairman, like we t to
get the Nutrition Education Training Program and the child care
providers together so that we could get some nutrition education to
these mp,l;in family da‘v care.

Ms. Would you like to hear about our NEP grant that we
have? [Laughterd X

Mr. GunpErson. I think my § minutes are up. Otherwise I
would. . ¢ .

Thank you.

Mr. KiLpee. Very good. Mr. Nielson.

Mr. Nietson. Unfortunately, I wasn’t able to be here in time for
the testimony. Sorry about that. I do have a question about the
first witn Ms. Locke. You are quite concerned and quite nega-
tive toward Senators Helms' means test bill.

Ms. Locke. That is correct.

Mr. Nietson. And my question to you, I guess; is this: Do you
have any way to decide which of the parents are—which of the
women are, for example, who are working, because they want to
work and perhaps don't need a lot of money, and could afford a full
payment of focd, as op to those who are working from necessi-
ty, a;:d cannot afford extra? Do you have any way of doing that
now?

Ms. Locke. You mean in directing funding in family day care?

Mr. Niewson. In day care systems, situations. Are there some
families where tlie wife works, when she could fford to gy full cost
for the food for her children, as compared with some who could not
afford that? Do you have any kind of a way of determining that?

Ms. Locke. Well, I think one of the—in of the testimony one
of the percentages that we included was 70 percent of the children
who participate in the food program in Louisville, Jefferson
County, are from low-income families.

Mr. NizisoN. My question, 1 guess, is how do you do it now? Does
evgryvbody have the same low price now? Everyone has the same
price’

Ms. BLANK. Everyone has the same price now. One of the prob-
lems is it's sort of throwing the baby out with the bath water, that
if we're going to have to separate out in a system like family day
care, most providers and sponsors and people in the field, we're
afraid will lose the program altogether. And I guess what we're ar-
guing is the $50 million that it costs is probably the majority of
money that goes to family day caxe as a system, and if we look at
how this country spends money, you know, we could give you ex-
amples of how $50 million is spent in other areas, we think it's a
small price to pay, not only to support the children, because of the
difficulty of separating out, but to support the providers who are
low income women themsu:lves. Eighty percent of the people who
are providing care earn below the poverty level..

So, in a way, you're providing a support system tc women who
may otherwise have to ve on welfare. And you're encouraging this
whole system to come above ground. So, we understand the dilem-
ma but what we're saying is it's a small price to pay, given the im-
portance of family day care for caring for our children in this coun-
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try, and given the demographics and the child care needs now,
we're sort of pleading with the committee not to make a quick deci-
sion and cut out the r su we have to family day care, be-
cause we're not—we don’t soe if we could see more support going to
child care as a whole in the near future, we would be more san-
guine. But we, given the budget, we don’t see major new programs
comm%onthegooksandwefeel it's very impertant to rve
any do el:a that goes into the child care system, because of the enor-
mous need.

Mr. NieLson. What you're basically saying is that there were
some who probably don’t need as much support to take care of
their children, in terms of money, but most of them do and there-
fore, to serve the greater number without complicatiors we'd better
do it that way.

Ms. BLANK. Yes.

Mr. NigisoN. That's what you're saying.

Now, I also asked a question about the camp situation. I've been
to camp a lot myself and I've had three boys who are eagle scouts
and so on. Whenever we’ve had the b‘ggs or girls in camps we've
always paid the full amount, contributed to the Boy Scouts organi-
zation. e of that's contributed by the Boy Scouts. The rest is
contributed by the family. How is it that the camping o ization
can’t work that way directly from the parents and children who
get the main benefit, and organization that sponsors it? Why
do you need Federal funds at all?

Ms. Broxaw. The only funds that are received are for those chil-
dren of families who fall within that welfare budget line. We actu-
alllz'l get documentation from every family in order for us to qualify.

r. Nig1soN. So you do use means testing?

Ms. BrRokaw. Yes.

Mr. Nigwson. Do you see any difference between what you have
to do and what the care has to do?

Ms. Brogaw. I think what I heard as the difference is that they
are also providing work above board for a number of people who
may otherwise child care underground, quote, unquote, or who may
themselves be on welfare. So, it's really a two-pronged thing.

Ms. BLANK. And we are also talking about homes who are not in
an institutional setting, where income verification would be ex-
tremely difficult. I'd also like to point out that we do provide child
care support to all families through the dependent care tax credit
on families earning—all families can take a maximum of a $960
tax credit. So, it's a $1.5 billion rogram and Congress has support-
ed some sort of tax credit or deduction since 1954. So, if you look at
$1.5 billion over there, it's pretty reasonable to send $50 million di-
rectly to family day care. We can see, actually, a lot more if we go
look at family day care and the Child Care Food Program as to
where that money goes than if we look at the tax credit. So, I think
we need to put it in that perspective too.

Mr. Nigwson. Is there an alternative to having the Federal pro-
gram or increasing it? Is there an alternative to getting more pri-
vate support and increasing the United Way contribution?

Ms. BLank. United Way spends about 5 percent of its money for
child care and they do not expect to increase it in the near or far-
term future. I think Linda testified that she got United Way
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money. What we hear all over the country is that for child care
centers that weren’t connected, or child care sponsors to a United
Way Program, United Way did not help them make up the loss.
You had to already have your foot in the door.

Mr. NIELSON. So you're just the fortunate few, in a few cases?

Ms. BLank. Yes.

Mr. NieLsoN. Let me ask a quick question about the nutrition as-
pects. I didn’t hear the testimony but 1 was intr?ued by Mr. Gun-
derson’s comments. Now, what are you trying to do in the nutrition
area? Are you participating in the program to get better nutrition-
al snacks and 80 on in the schools, and things of this nature? Are
you involved in that part of the program? Gwen?

Are you involved in that at all?

Ms. CHeGwWIDDEN: As a food service director, I was certainly in-
volved in having no a la carte, practically, and having nothing but
nutritional food available in—for lunch at the schools.

Mr. NELson. What about the vending machines in the schools?
Do nivsou have any say or any influence on them at all, also?

. CHEGwIDDEN. I think the program did, at the time it was
fully funded. I think the awareness that the superintendent, princi-
pals, and so forth, brought to it. But now I see that eroding.

Mr. NieisoN. Yes, we did in the last nutrition kill add some
money to improve the nutrition of those meals, did we not?

Mr. CooNgY. Yes. The breakfast program.

Ms. CHEGWIDDEN. Yes.

Mr. NieLson. Is that going to be helpful to you, not in terms of
your program, NET Program, but in terms of the general improv-
ing of nutrition? Do you think that was a good step?

s. CHEGWIDDEN. I certainly think that any additional funding
for the breakfast program is.

Mr. NiziLson. Well, was some specifically set aside to improve the
nutritional aspect? :

Mr. CooNEy. It was 6 cents, I believe, for the National School
Breakfast Program. One of the findi of the national evaluation
of school nutrition programs, which%ﬁa U.S. Department of Agri-
culture did, it was a 4 year study, a $4 million cost, which had an
advisory council of which SNE was a member of, and it concluded
that the meal pattern and breakfast was sufficient and recom-
mended that it be improved and the committee’s action last session
belped that substantially interms of funding.

Mr. Niewson. Let me ask, Mr. Cooney, or Ms. Brokaw, the same
question | asked Ms. Locke. And that 1s, couldn’t the United Way
or other private organizations increase their support for the cam{)-
ing program in order to imgrove your situation without necessarily
increasing the Federal side’

Ms. Brokaw. It's extremely doubtful. With United Ways on the
local level realigning their own priorities on an annual is, it's
very—our United Way would not do that for us.

Mr. CoonEgy. One of the original reasons for the National School
Lunch Program was that during World War II we had many re-
cruits who showed up that had nutritional deficiencies, particularly
anemia. That was also true in the Boer War in South Africa, and
one of the major reasons why England passed the School Meals
Act, and Germany as well, so we think thet it's important, and the
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Summer Lunch Program is the same program, the same nutrition-
al standards over the summer.

I spent the last, well, last Saturday, Sunday, Monday, and Tues-
day, in Utah.

Mr. NiewsoN. That's my home State, by the way.

Mr. CoonEy. Yes, I know.

I was out there and organized a group called “Crossroads: Uta-
hans Against Hunger,” connected with the Junior League.

Mr. NiELSON. I'm familiar with that.

Mr. Cooney. Yes, theg surround us all with different issues. My
office as well as yours. But while 1 was there they released a report
entitled, “Hunger in Utah,” which is new and it hadn't been re-
leased publicly yet. The re was very interesting in the sense
that it was, 1 thought, fairly objective. Its general presentation in
its introduction indicated some of the concern that the President’s
task force on food assistance had, in other words,. “We think there
are hungry people but we need more documentation and more
data,” and so forth. So, it followed that general theme, which is
certainly not a few an advocacy group like mine would follow.

But the second of the report was very specific in terms of its
findings, in terms of all of the programs, and 1 just mention that
because one of the interesting notes was the finding of the Latter
Day Saints’ Welfare Program, which you're familiar with, which
other people may not be. It provides assistance to a number of dif-
ferent people in the Mormon Church.

But one of the interesting things that they have found is that
while they have always provided assistance to transients, you
know, folks coming through and so forth, they largely tended to be
males. And what they're finding now is that they're finding young
women with children, which they had some of before but it seems
to be an increasing number. And that was one of the findings that
some of the other studies had found, along with the fact of people
running out of food stamps toward the end of the month.

So, | mention that as—that might be a goodl resource for you. It’s
new. It wasn't—there wasn’t a press conference. We had a copy of
it in advance. It's from the State department of social services and
it had some very good data, and I have a copy.

Mr. Nietson. Would you be willing to submit that for the record?

Mr Cooney Oh, sure, | would. And I think you'll find it quite
interesting.

{The information referred to follows:]
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Huncer AND Ivs [apacr in UtAn

A REPORT PREPARED BY UTAH DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SKRVICES, BUREAU OF POLICY
PLANNING. IN CONJUNCTION WITH UNIVERSITY OF UTAH GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL
WORK

In late Decamber, 1983, and Jenuary, 1964, the Departsent of Social
Services, Bureau of Policy Planing began callect infoTmation regardi
the scope and natuse of hunger in Wtah. This mfnu:sum was collectss :,‘;
means of an inforeal survey in which ws public and private agencies
that provide nutritional sssistance to individuals s families vere
contacted and interviewed. The intent was to Jetarmine what data they
possess which aight indicste the incidencs of hunger in the stete. For
the pTpose of thds survey, tanger was defined as difficulty xnobtunmg
nutritioslly stequate ssaunts of food. The suvey mls
agercy has infammation relevant to hungas; m, each sgency couacts
only that infomation percsived to be puumlt its own interests.
dx the data -nuuu h'u ies is not rsadily comparabls
and it is aifrioul thess Findings m os.

In compiling this mfmumnuencm tmt 1ttle muxeu data
is available in kah beyond information relsted puucipt!
various public and private assistarnce programs. L{ uwntmt
data it open to intazpretation. In pastiuler, ztpawmn tele
{nformation reganding individuals who need, bDut do not recelve,
rutritiona] sssistancs. Sncmaummmlywmmm
what this informat ion does provide, howaver, is evidencs that there is a
significant maber of Utahns who use the nutritions] sbsidiss providsd by
various sgereies throughout the state. ALl of the regpondonts to the
mm«mmmtmmqwmummmsmmm
nmoffow“m:tmumi

Of ongoing dabate is whether ircome lswels are in sny wey indicetive of
mutritional need. This sudvey did not provide any direct correlations
between those varisbles. It wes noted, howevar, that almost all of the
mtritional progrems in the stats {excapt the comunity kitchens that feed
indigent trensients snd others) use income levels to detemine
eligibility. This indirect correlstion {s as close to resolving this
i{ssue as can be dexived from this survey.

e

IDENTIFIED GROUPS AT RISK

In considering sll of the information gathered durirg the survey, certain
segments of the coommity are consistantly m:aaimnd.::t
risk of or curret iy mpurienc sdults living on 1,
fixed incomes snd houssholds - '&WM with limited incoses.
It should be considesed that aswbership in these two growps somstimes
overleps snd the older, mmhafrguuwlnmto
respondents in this sovey. Ancther Ngh risk growp Is Sdentified thiough
the Department of Health's ¥.1.C. (Women, Infants, and Chdldsen) Progrsa.
mispm?r-mvimmxunl assistance to women and children {(under

who sre not only in the low income strets of socioty, but wo
are slso st nutritionslly-related risk of developing sarious medical
probloms. In November, 1963, tha WIC Progrsm deliversd nutritional
assistace to over 21,000 persons in Utah -~ approximstely 1.3% of the
entire state Dooulauon
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REAL RND PROJECTED TRENDS

Murgez may be an increasing problem in uteh. Esch y interviewed
reports that service desands on their ggercies have ncreased over the
past two yeurs. Additionally, the following points were made:

-— Food pantries report that increased caseloads - .ve resulted in their
implementing more rtringent referral and eligivility requirements to
ensure that food is distributed to those most in need;

-—— The Commnity Action Progras recently openwd its fifth food pantry in
the Salt Lake Uity srea due to increased need in the commnity - its
tirst pantry is less than two years old;

--- R 300% caseload increase by Utahns Against Hwper during
mnnmwmnufymmmwmwum-wuo
larger fecilities;

== wWhile participation in the Food Stewp Progras has gecreased since
Xruaty, 1983, current participstion is s8§11 20x higher that

Jamuary, 1962 figuses;

-— LDS Social weifare, Transiont Office reparts 8 decreass in services
to single, transisnt men and en increase in cases involving single
women with cependent children;

-— The foderal ¥.1.C. is llaly to fmplement a system of waiting
lists for its lowss ority participants in the near future due to
increases {n caseload lew:ls.

Causes of this incressed demend on mutritional sssistence prograss are not
fndicated by this infommal swvey. One sajor concermm . .
{nvolvas the recently-isplemented "Retrospactive WWM in
determining uggmmy far food Stamp recipients. This 1 procedurs
requires Food mmpliaﬂmtoumdmmwmw income
rigures froe two sonths prior to the time of spplicstion. Consoquently, &
household experionc iost income through loss of esployment would have
to wait two months bofors becoming sligible for sssistance from this
progrem. Current estimates indicate thet two nundred houssholds srs
sffacted in this ssnnar, each month, in kah.

In order to gein a fuller and broedec understanding of the phenceenon af
thunger in Utah, seversl recoaendat ions are suggested:

1. Yarget populations identified in this survey should be
scientifically studied using slandaxtized criteria reyarding their
abiiity to sscure food;

2. Rgerciss provi nutritionsl assistance should be encouraged to
gathar and starderdized infommetion about participents in
thelr pm?-.s; end,

3. Responsibility for ccordinating and standaxiizing this Information
should be assigned and/or sccepted by some public or private
sgercy comeitted to develaping & better uroerstanding of
nutritional needs across the state.

ine following information represents & gisquasion of the findings of
the informal survey perfomell ny the Departsent of Socisl Services,
tureau of Prlicy Planning in December, 1983, and Jnuary, 198«.

N
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STATE AGENCIES PROVIDING INFORMATION & RESOURCES

FIOO SYAMPS

In Xuly, 1983, Food Stasps poovided nutritionsl assistsrce to
spproximately 88,000 persons in (tah. Thds figure represents 5.5% of the
entire state population. While this prograa has been oparated in the
state for quite some time, recent trends in the sdministration of tnis
firogram sese to indicste that there is incressing concern for the
nutritional assistsnce offered to participents Dy this program.

One recenmt sdninistrative changs in the adeinistrative procedutes of the
Food Stamp progrem which affects participants in & way thet ssy aggravete

the incidercs of in the state is the recontly implessnted element
of “Retrosective .* Tnis procedure calls for the Office of
Assistarce Pa to use income . of spplicents froe two months
pricr to the of spplication in . Tis

procedurs sppears to most sdverssly affect spplicants who have recently
experisnced a job loss. inges this procedure, such an spplicant aust walt
two months befare receiving any Food Stesp benefits, even if the faally
has no other asssts or resources for acquiring food, °The following
{rl‘msmmneﬁt(m, 1989) frends in the Food Stawp Progras

Retrospective Budgeting®

Implomented for AFIC {n Septesber, 1962 - 40-50 households sffected each
month (estimated);

Ispl for food St in June, 1983 - 150 households af fected each
ot (ostinated) T '

*Househalds that had reductions In fncome of mose than $300.
Increase in food Stasp Fayments Since Xeruary, 1982

AN (982 - 65,351 persons
XN 1982 - 72,435 persons
MN 1983 - 90,%7 parsons
AN 1983 - 90,956 persons
NDV 19683 - 80,751 persons

Wils the use has decreassd in recent months, the figuros indicate thet
there sre currontly 208 sore recipients then there were two years ago.

food Stamp Denials

Novesber, 1983, figures indicate that there were 1,856 applications for
food Stanps denled. Thesa figures do mot accaunt for reasons for deniei;
however, this figure indicstes that there were o significant nuabder of
people who unsuccessfully sought out nutritional mssistance fn the state.

WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN

This federally sponscred program which provides nutritional assistance to
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pregant wamen, sothers, snd children s sssistance to those
ingividuals who are both incoms {1iving at or below 185% of the
fedorally defined poverty lsvele) and stand sose davelopmental risk if
depcived essantial mutritionel cosponents in their dist. €14gibility in
w-mnmmmmwwmnmmum
risk catsgoriey, sccodding to mmuu-ul related secical risk. The
nighest priorify is given to those women, ! who
slresdy exhibit nutritionally related sedical problems (80K of
participents in Novesber, 1983). The other priority srea is given to
those applicants who are at risk of dsveloping modical probless as ¢
result of nutritional deprivation.

mu.s.&mofm&nthﬂesaﬁntnhtﬂnumwwdntdy
$0,000 women, infonts, and children (under five yoars of age) living in
mm-:mmwwmm;w. There are no o jections,
hovever, to indicate whet of these inoividusls are st nutritional
risk. In Novesber of 1983, there were 23,157 individusls spproved for

ormumwmmwmmmm. 1963, werw
1iving st or below 125 of the federally defined povesty level. Most of
the remaining 2% were not eligible for food stasp sssistence, since that
benefit ismtmilmctoﬂma'tmimmdmdpomty
level.

This sgency raports thst it has funds sdequate o provido assistance to 2
caseload lavel of 2‘.,902 indivicduals, based ft: the mlm of the umwcm
food peckage gmﬂ to iefpants. A that of icipat

1s reached, it is likely Kﬁ% s system of waiting lists uulp::t 1pe
{splenanted, & 1slly since increassd federal ftn!b'! is not likely.
The waiting 1ist system will require those spplicants the lowest
priority category to wait until sufficient musbers of pasticipants in the
nigher catsgories are no longer enrolled in the before receiving
assistance through the prograe, ¥ith the current high levels of
participation in the program, this systee is sxpected to be isplemented in
the near future.

AGING AL TS

The Utsh Department of Socis} Services, Division of Aging end Adult
Services indicatss thet en estimsted 10.1%5 of persons in Jtsh over age 80
were 1iving st or below the federally defined povert level in 1983, As
an indicator of hungsr, these figures should be with two stixiles
conductsd of older citizens In Uteh, one condctad in 1970 and & follow-up
study conducted in 1981, Each of these studies indicate that over 30N of

% 0.M.8, Poverty Guideiines list the following maximum %imu-l:
rousehold Size Gross Income Household Size 3 Ircome
1 $ 0 - 803 3 $0 - 985
2 0 - 5A% [ 0 - 1,105
3 Q - 683 7 0~ 1.26%

& 8 0 -

o - 823
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the individuals surveysd stated that they did not have snough soney to buy
the foods they liked. Intesestingl , the percentsge of thoss responses
sncreassd from 31.8% in 1970 to 34.1K% in 198,

The indicstors of hungsr In the older populetion are t
pascentage of income this age psnds on food. In 1980, the Buresu
of Labar Statistics released f of this infommation which

broken down into reglonal sasples. Unfortunstely, thars wars
sttriouted to Uteh, but tha infoamation for the Western States Reglon
indicates the following for persons over &0:

|

i

AMOUNT SPENT
AVERAGE INDDWE ~BNFOD % OF INODNE
$ 6,959.00 ¢.,161.00 * s

9,680.00 2,616.00
14,252.00 3,803.00

29%

%
mrmsm-mtmmummmmwm
xmuwnmuofmtlmmhdummwnohrmuth
hgher ircomes. When this inforastion is scoounted with the 10,18 povesty
rate for older persons and the information which suggests that over 30K of
oldcwmmmwmmlmtmtyhnmmmyfufm. it
Mcwmmzunummuwmmmutm
over the age of 60.

ADVOCATE_RESQURCES

puring our intervisw, it vas stressed that the overriding concem at the

{s for individusls and fosiliss for which thers is sbsolutely no
nelp svaileble. It was indicsted thet this type of i9 dresstically
increasing in the agercy, but thers were no actual figutes availsbis
regarding this increase.

MY




COMMUNITY SERVICES COUNCIL

This agency is & cosmunity sssistence progras thet provides s wide range
of services to the community. One of the srems of service in which they
are involved is that of providing resowicas to other agencles that provice
direct nutritionsl assistonce to participsnts. The Commmity Services
Council provides food ant other resouzcas to elsvan sgencies in the
comurdty, though there is no data svallable on the ssount or scape of
this assistace in teres of its lepauct on the comaunity.

The director of tUw egency, Ln-cll&mion, menfo:mc
“undiscovered ® in the comsunity single women
living alone in comanity who uu‘ on hma of less &nn
$300/month. While therw are apparently no indicatars of the musber of
thess irdividusls, Or. Sennion feels that they exist in significent
mabers and ere likely to remain undiscoversd unless efforts are msde
reach them.

INDIGENT MEAL PROGRRMS

SALVATIDN ARMY

™his y provides & veriety of comaunity services in sddition to
providing free msals to indigent transients, The agercy currently serves
an aversge of 250 hot seals per to ind in itz kitchen and
estimates that there ere epproxisstsly 120,000 seals served csch yosr.
Persons who desire meals st this facility ugually face & forty-five minute
tc one hrur walt bef recelving those aeals.

In agdition to its meals progeem, the sgoncy also providas limitec
sssistance to faailies Yy: crisis. In the cass of family assistarcs, the
agercy provides help fomilies only once every six months. No figures
wede provided on the t or scops of this type of essistence thet the
agercy provices.

RESOUE MISSION OF SALT LAKE

This agercy, an affiliste of a national growp of alssionary encaavors,
providas thres hot meals per dey to transients. wWhile the bulk of thelr
commodities are denatsd frow an sctive solicitation pooject, this sgercy
receives & $1,400 monthly grant from the city. The agercy reporis that it
provides transients with an sversge cf 480 hot seals per day.

in ition to its hot aeals program, the Rascus Missicn also prueides

itional ussistance to a variety of individuals and fasiifes in the
aroe 10 the way of food boxes, clothing, otc. No figures on thls type of
as¥istance were provided.
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COMMNITY ACTION FROGRAM
This progres opeTatss five food pentriss in the metropolitan Salt Laxe

mtylm xnms thres of the sgercy’s pantries provides thres-day,
tntol.?ﬂwmmlmvtﬂtnm

wnzeof vidvals (figures are not

mrmmmu-n MMWMM.M)

on sre received,

LOS WELFARE SERVICES

.
The Chureh of Jesus Christ of Lat Saints has & of
muammmummmmmm totumm‘l:‘m med. The
LDS Ohurch also ammmwﬁam
sgivcy which | assistance to persons not with s local

it {s koo to be significant. Since sach bishop in sach ward is gi
wide lstitude to el ssouTe esaistence for assbars or that
assistance with other sschars, it is not feasible to keep recorss
a!mtmta\m -

In ths courss of this » Bishop ¥ilkineon of the Transisnt Office

mported an pparent trend in pessons seeidng ssaistance through his
. He reports that the incidence of single, transisnt men sseling

oppears to de while the incigerce of single women
with dapondent children experi - crieis appents to be incveasing.
OTHER EMERGENCY FUDD RESURCES

the course of this sicvey, most of the privets food pantriss and

s that provids nutritionsl] sssistence theoughout the the state were
contacted end intacviewsd. Most of these intesviews prodiced sisilar
visws of the status of spercies providging food to hungty people thaoughout
the stste. An‘mtyofunnmmmsmmnmm
sr¢ seeing more people who ars socking esergency food pacicages 83 8 result
of sither ruming out of Food Stawps, sa.itimmfoodStmoermmt
received Food Stamps on time.

Aanother trend that wes indicatsd during the courss of the survey is that
of agercies nwirv “referrals® of w before providing sny food
sesources. Oiscussions revealed procedure (which is

sspecially prevalent in Salt Lake au.nt ) is s dixect response to pantries
pring overwhelsed with requasts for stance and their desire to ensure
thet their resources are going to thoss most in need.
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Attechmmnt A
The following agercies {pated in the survey Dy pvadI.aY information
wout their efforts in ding food sssistance snd related :

SAPTISTYCONCERN CENTER -
6l "E™ Streat

Salt Lako City, Utah BalOl
Mone: 363-5922

CROSSROADS LREAN CENTER
347 South 400 East

Salt Lake City, Utanh 84111
Phone: 368-7765.

DAVIS COUNTY DEPSRTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES

MOUNTATMLANDS COMMUNITY ACTION FROGRAM
160 East Centar Street

Provo, Utah 84601

Phone: 373-5R0

NRACP

717 South 200 East

Salt Lake City, Utsh 8411l
Phone: 363-3771

OCDEN COMMUNITY ACT JON AGENCY
2411 Kiesel Averus

Doden, tkah 84409

Phone: 399%-9281

RESOE NISSION OF OCDEN
P. 0. Box 625

tah 84402
Mone: 621-4360

RKRESCUE MISSION OF SALT LAKE
8§63 South 400 west

Salt Laks City, Utah 84101
Phone: 355-1302

63

SALY LAXE COMMNITY ACTION FROGRAM

Northwest CAP

1500 west 300 North
smmmnuwm
one: 359-07

South Salt Lake OW

2475 South Main .
Salt Laks City, Utah 64115
Monet

South County CAWP

8446 Harrison Strest
Salt Lake City, (Rah 84087
Phongs 255-3516

wWatslde GV

620 Goshen (108D ¥, Tth S.)
Salt Leke City, Utah 84104
Mones 59

Opden, Lktah BA302
Frone: 621-3580

SALVATION AR -~ SALT LAXKE CITY
427 wost 200 South

Selt Leke City, iksh BAl01
fone: 381-8677

SHURE AND CARE FDOD BANK
109 South Cuzbon Ave.
Prics, Utah Sasl
fhone: 7932
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ST. AMNE'S CENTER
2763 Lircoln
Ogden, itah BALOL
Phons: 621-348

ST. PAL'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH
28 South S00 Eest
Salt Lske City, Utsh 84102

Mones:  322-3869

Sac1o

308D Lester Styest

Sa)t Leie City, Wtah 84120
Fhone: 972-1027

-

mmsﬁmm
P. C. Sox 2050

Salt Lake City, Utsh SALIO0
Fone: B

UTAH DEPARDENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
150 west Nooth Temple
Salt Laks City, tsh SA1OD

Buresus of Mlicy Plannt
Mone t1305-6114 ™

Oivision of Aging
Miﬂ-‘g
Office of Assistance Paysants®
Mong: 533-5077
UTRNS AGAINST MAGER
glgl.daﬂty URah SALDS
fhone: N28-256l
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Mr. CoonEYy. But my general point is that there is this rise in
terms of new folks, women with children, and we're seeing, in the
Child Care Food Program, one of the things that assist these folks.
And sure, there are some le that may have economic resources
to pay for that. ButtheCﬁ Care F Program is so vitally im-
portant to the institution of child care generally that we feel one
outweighs the other.

Mr. NietsonN. Mr. Chairman, | wonder if I may ask a general
question. .

Mr. KiLpeg. Certainly. Go ahead.

Mr. Nigwson. It vill be of any of you.

What I hear when I go out to town meetings, and groups of this
nature, are statements such as, “We have so many thi like the
Nutrition Program and various other programs, w{xichl:g: parents
ought to do for themselves,” and many of my le are concerned
that we're taking away from parents responsibilities they ought to
be doing themselves, providing for them and making it easier
for them to kind of pass that responsibility on to other organiza-

. tions, the schools and day care centers and so on.

What answer can you give me to that? I mean, it's a charge that
many people make who may not understand the situation. But I'm
constantly facing that. Ron, you've had that comment, I'm sure, in
your district too.

What answer do you—what can I say about that? Are we depriv-
ing the parents of their legitimate responsibilities?

Mr. Hayes. Would the gentleman yield just for a minute?

Mr. NigLson. Yes.

Mr. Haves. I thought I might interject something. You excluded
those parents who might not be, for budgetary reasons, able to.

Mr. Nigwson. Well, this is just a general comment. I understand
the ones who have the need—that’s why | asked the question.
Those who obviously do not have the means to do it, I understand
completely there.

Mr. Havyes. Yes.

Mr. Niewson. But those who could and perhaps should is the
question I have and are we depriving them of their responsibilities?
Are we making them dependent when they shouldn’t be dependent,
I guess is the question.

Mr. Haves. This is another avenue to get at the Senator Helms
means test, though, isn’t (t?

Mr. NizisoN. No; I'm just asking because I'm getting these kinds
of comments and I just want to know what your response is. Give
me some good answers.

Ms. Brank. I think we're helping parents. | mean, it's interesting
if we look at other countries. 1 think we feel in child care that
we're a little embarrassed. Every industrialized nation except
America has a child care policy, where regardless of income they
help parents meet their child care needs.

What's gone us, it concerns us as an organization that works for
children, is that parents are working, either both parents are work-
ing. we have more single parents, and it’s hard to do two jobs. I
think we can't say; “You shouldn't work any more.” Parents are
waorking We can't go backward. And you need help to raisz your
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children. And there's nothing wrong with everybody sharing in
helping parents do a good job of raising their children.

I'm a working mother and I'm asked to do 110 different things.
It's challenging; it's exciting; but it's hard. I'm able to afford sup-
port and it's still hard. And if you look at the average working
family, we are asking them to do superhuman tasks, and help will
make it easier, not only easier for the parents, but for the children.

I'm a little concerned that we're not offering enough supports to
families as we change our whole family structure and our work
patwerns, and that children’ are caught and we're deing families a
service. You can't do everything. I don't think it's anything to be
ashamed of. Other countnies do it, like us, and we’ll have better
and stronger families as a result.

Ms. Broxaw. I'd like to make one comment and that is that we
find, in our program, that it's our children who are educating the
parents, and the organization I happen to work for works now with
third generation welfare children. So, | think we fall more into the
category that you see as really needing it.

But I think in general, with society, for whatever reasons of edu-
cation and awareness, to hit the adult population, it's more diffi-
cult. Whereas if you hit that youth population that learns and is
willing to transfer that back to the family, that's really where the
education comes from, is through that chifd.

Ms. CHecwibpeN. There is so much misinformation out there in
the area of nutrition. You can just read about more fad diets that
are very ill-conceived nutritionally. And the adults grab onto those
and | t%ink if we can get this information to children and not let
the adults be laying on them the kind of misinformation they're
getting out of the media, then also to counteract the bombardment
that the child gets himself in commercial advertising, for low nutri-
ent foods, I think it's important that we continue.

I'd like to think that every parent was just totally interested in
proper nutrition for their children and was executing it. I'd love to
think that that was possible. I just don't think it is. There’s too
much other bad information out there.

Mr. Cooney. You're from Utah where everyone says that it's im-
portant to be self-reliant. And I am from Connecticut. I am a Con-
necticut vankee and many people in Connecticut feel the same
way, and [ am sure that fofks in San Diego who maintain that they
are the arsenal of defense, we hear a lot of things about, you know,
self-reliunce, and it is an important concept. But as ] said before, 1
think it's important to have like nutritional standards, and the
Federal Government has a role in terms of providing assistance to
children, no matter where they are. We feel that it's so important
that these things not be left to choice, because in the pust when
they have, the nutritiona! and health status of the children have
not been as helpful as it is today

My Nixison. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman

Mr Kuper Thank you, Mr. Nielson.

Mr Nigtson 'm sorry, she wants to say something

Mr. Kioer Go ahead, please.

Ms Tocke [ had a comment on vour question | think sometunes
when we are asked those questions in meetings such as vou are de-
~erthing. s very hard. vou know, the point comes up “Why not””
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But you find that today that children as a ma’iority suffer from
anemia, as young chilt{ren, children 5 and below, and whether
these are parental responsibilities or whatever, it still happens.
Andthstisthegual.oneofthegnals,oftheChﬂdCareFoode-
gram, Schoo! Lunch Program, Summer Food Program, is to make
sure that these things don’t happen. )

Many parents don't have the education or the knowledge of nu-
trition to o;;_mvpnt them from happening, and I think that's one of

the lFoals this rogram.
r. Nmsox.&hndofmsponsemCo Ha when |
ﬁet these kinds of comments, andldoofetm. part.icui::iyinmy

istrict, which is, as I say, a bastion self-reliance, and when we
had a disastrous flood lastX:ar, for example, it was the first time
Utah ever had a disaster. And when all of the homes were wiped
out they ex hundreds of people to come and be taken care of.
And only four peodple showed up and they couldn't believe that
moet of them would work with neighbors and friends and not have
tocoolge,whaveaspecialhousingandsoon.meteamhadar-

So, I do come from that area. My response is usually I want to do
everythinipossrb!e to help those who really need it. But those who
can and should do it, | want to encourage them to do it on their
own. That's the response I have made. And that's simplistic and I
appreciate your response. It's helped me.

ank you, Mr. Chairman. I think it's been a very excellent

Mr. KiLoee. Thank you, Mr. Nielson. I would like to make a com-
ment on the United ‘z‘;y. In my district right ncw, particularly in
these difficult times, I find that the funds of the United Way are
even more limited than those of the Federal Government. ‘

In my district right now ple who traditionally were contribu-
tors to the Uni Way, those who worked in the factories, are
now, to a great extent, the recipients of United Way services. It's a
great education for people who for years never thought they would
ever, ever have to get out of their car and walk into a welfare
office, some of whom now have had to stand in the welfare lines for
a of couple years now. Many of my constituents are really baffied
by this turn of events.

The Government does along with the private agencies, have a
role. I think your point is good, that we sﬂguld try to bring all to-
gether in some way to try to help people. But I know in my own
district the United Way has fallen on difficult times itself.

Mr. Cooney, yesterday during consideration of this committee’s
recommendations to the Budget Committee, | offered an amend-
ment which you had brought to my attention, to restore Summer
Food Service Program eligibility to private nonprofit sponsors who
prepare meals themselves, have their own kitchens. Could you tell
us what ty of agencies would be affected by that and what
would the efi;sei't of that amendment be?

Mr. Coonky. Yes; I'm glad you raised it as a point. 1 had five
points that | wanted to make and wasn’t sure where I could sneak
that one in. But also, Mr. Nielson had a comment an this issue yes-
terday und t thought there might have been—1 was in the back of
the room and [ couldn't hear too well
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Mr. NieLson. | misunderstood Mr. Kildee's intent. ,

Mr. Cooney. Right, because you were thinking of the private
schools.

Mr. NieLsoN. Yes; schools.

Mr. KiLDee. We clarified that su uently.

Mr. NisLsoN. | was wrong and Mr. Kildee pointed that out.

Mr. CooNEY. But your point, had you raised another point which
other people have raised, is what is the advantage of having pri-
vate nonprofit sponsors? As people know, in the past there have
been some problems with large sponsors who use vendors for the
Summer Food Program. They didn't prepare the meals themselves.
They used, you know, other businesses and so forth.

While it was particularly ?&Froblem in one part of the United
States as opposed to the general population of providers, reconcilia-
tion did knock out these icular folks. But this particular
amendment that was offe esterday would benefit places like
Boy's Clubs, Girl Scouts, and cl{urches, which are now being called
upon {o assist people to serve meals. In other words, they are pro-
viding meals right now, but by law cannot provide the same meals
to children in the Summer Food Program, gecause they're private
and they're nonprofit.

So if this amendment is offered and favorably received by the
committee when it has its markup, and it proceeds its merry way
through the House and then over on the Senate side and becomes
law, what you will see is that Boy’s Clubs will be able to provide
meals during the summer, to children in their neighborhoods.

Now, these are kids that come to these sites anyway. I mean,
that's what kids do during the summer. They go to playgrounds
and go to boy's Clubs and so you're primarily talking about
churches, Boy's Clubs, and Girl Scouts.

If you're a camp, if you're a private camp, you participate in the
Summer Food Program. But if you're a Boy’s Club and it’s not the
Boy’s Club camp, you cannot. And this provision will allow that to
happen, as long as they can self-prepare meals. And we think it's a
helpful provision. It doesn’t help, for example, the Community
Action Agency in Jllinois, or in Virginia where Representative Bou-
cher is probably going to have some comments on this.

We were asked yesterday: “What about a community action
agency or another Kind of group that does not self-prepare their
meals? Can they participate under this provision?” The answer is
no, they cannot.

We think that's unfortunate but we view this provision as an ul-
timate ir terms of modesty, yet would still help a large number of
children. But it was also responsive to criticisms that people had in
the past.

Mr Kipee. Thank you very much, Mr. Cooney.

Mr. Hayes, do you have any additional questions for the panel?

Mr. Haves. 1 just wanted to raise one qu-stion. You are aware
that in certain areas, and I'm just familiar with Chicago, that
school lunch p ams are up for private bidding in most instances.
and then the bidder, the successful bidder, sometimes, in order io
make a profit, does it at the expense of nutritional value for the
School tunch Program”?
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Mr. Cooney. We are aware of some weaknesses in that effort,
andattherequestand,frankly.asampnsetothe ad-

ministration, and other comments that we've had: “Well, what can
you do without Federal money? You know, you must be able to do
some things.” We got together with the American School Food
Service Association and the superintendents organizations and
some of the principals and pubhm? thanks to Aetna Life Insur-
ance Co., a book on how you can deal with—it's called “Doing More
WithLem."howywmndea]wi"mthwe“ncirmmemmﬂmt
you maintain the quality of the school 1 yet save some money,
and bidding practices came up as part of that, and we made some
recommendations to people as to how they can deal with that.

But we are aware of some of those lems and we are working
actively with the American School Food Service Association to
solve some of those issues, and Gwen, being a key member of their
Nutrition Subcommittes, ! think, is quite aware of those .

Mr. Haves. There are some ch . I don’t know how well sub-
stantiated they are, that in man the disadvantaged and minori-
ti\;eschool areas the School Lunch Program was inferior to some of
the other p .

Mr. CooNEY. Well, part-of it has to do with the fact that you lost
the Food Service Equipment Program a few years ago. When I was
in Chicago last year there was an article in the paper that said
that they were so short of equipment they had to stack up some of
the meals.

Now, that's also a question of management and things need to te
looked at. But I want to assure you that the overall quality of the
School Lunch Program is sometging that we in the advecacy com-
munity are quite concerned about, as is true of the American
School Food Service Association. As a professional organization
they want to serve the highest quality low priced lunches. But
budget cuts in terms of food service equipment and other things
have had an adverse impact on them.

Ms. BLank. Mr. Chairman, can I just, before we close, submit for
the record a child care position paper prepared by the Child Care
und Food Program Sponsors’ Forum? It is entitled *“The Condition
of Child Care in the United States in 1984, the New Reality Versus
the Old Status.” It addresses the question of the means test.

Mr. KiLpee Yes; that will be made part of the record.

{The information referred to follows:]

Cuiro CARs PosiTioN Parer

REVIFWING  THE FOLLOWINCG ISSUES THE CONDITION OF CHILD CARE N THF UNITED
STAFS IR 454 THE NEW REALITY V8 THE OLD STATUS AND A RESONSE TO SENATE
Bili i394 8 i Geivmal #OR ADINTIONAL CUTS IN THE CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRAM

Cstinn CARE PosITION PAPER SUMMARY SHEET

There is a4 new reality and direction that family life and child rearing are taking
in ths country which Congress must recognize.

Thut 6677 of American mothers are working with this number increasing by
Tieins

That child care s used by working parents from all economic backgrounds,
not just low income fumilies

That the working parents of this country consider group child care to be ben-
ehosal fon thesr children
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That working parents have real difficulty in finding acceptable child care.

That working parents feel that the federal t has a responsibility in
establishig basic standards of child care for of all socio-economic back-
grounds—not just primarily children of low-income families.
amxmewdmmmhmmmanv
who are tifying child care as a political 8.

want child care that is: available, and imporoved in
ity.
. Family day care homes are the single largest source of cost effective child care for
America's working ts.

TMChiHCamiloodegmmhmeonlyfedemlpwgmminexmwhiche&
tablishes nutritional standards for meals served and school-age children
inm.?OOspom'ﬁ tions administer program for 76,700 family day

care homes fi children. ,
. Senate Bill 1994, introduced by Senator Jesse Helms, proposes the reinstatement

of income eligibility criteria in Child Care Food Program which would change
the current single rate of reimbursement for family day care providers to various
rates of reimbursement based on the income levels thewm

Senate Bili 1994, if passad, would cut the funding for Child Care Food Pro-
gram 45%. The proposed reduction in ing will detrimentally impact gil children
in the program, even those targeted by the for assistance—the children of low-
income parents—through its tive impact on:

Working hmm—mmwmhmummmﬂd&m?wdﬁo-
gram serve primarily the low and middle income parents of 272,000
children. The median income of these parents ($12,000 to $15.000) is Jower than

the national average (median $16,000). Lower child care costs are the primary
reasonthese}nmnts*pannlecwdfamﬂ day care. The proposed 46% cut in
funding will forco family day care provigers to raise their rates—thereby put-
ti famil&daymnbeymd the financial reach of many working parents.

amily Day Care Providers.—Family care providers are the most under-

id caregivers in the United States. amm&yminmeof
E.Iﬁuissulm.anﬁall below the y level. food costs are double those
of Providers not on Child Food Program, and the USDA reimburse-
ment covers only about 35% of these food service costs. F day care homes
generally have s mixture of children from varying economic Pro-
viders do not use a sliding scale in setting rates, generally charge a single
fee to all parents which is dictated by the market in their area. Senate Bill 1994
will further reduce the low return y day care i receive for their
services. This will result in many of them discontinuing day care or significant-
{v cutting back on the quality of their care.

Child Care Food Program gponsom—'l‘he number of CCFP s increased
2009 after the elimination of income eligiblity criteria in mgso These
sponsors provide recruitment, training, monitoring and nutritional education to
76,700 family day care homes for the lowest administrative costs in the child
care field—38%9% lower than child care centers on the CCFP. For sponsors,
income eligibility criterial will create sdditional paperwork and problems with
recruitment, confidentiality, and discrimination toward children. As a result,
many sponsors will drop The Child Care Food Program or be reduced in size to
the! leve] where they have higher administrative costs with less economy of
sCHie '

Further cuts in The Child Child Care Food Program are not warranted. The pro-
gram received a reduction in furding of approximately 30% in FY 1982, If Senate
Bill 1994 were passed, the result would be a cumulative cut in funding over the past
three vears of 75% To further reduce this program would seriously affect the
health and well-being of over 272,000 children of low and middle income working
parents

Therefore, The Sponsor’s Forum recommends the following:

1. That any proposed legislation whick detrimentally impacts on the availabil-
ity, accessibility, affordability or quality of child care program—such as Senate
Bill 1994 --be rejected by Co during this current legislative session.

? That federa! assistance for child care be recognized as a high priority, and
that Congress support with direct and indirect aid legitimate programs that en-
taace the quality of this care.

4 That a well-articulated National Child Care Policy be established by Con-
gress that would identify the country’s child care needs and would create na-
tional program directives 1o meet them
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y 4 mmqwummmmmmzm-mmmm
The Old Statys

A. Introduction
The Congress of the United States faces a cricial task in the six months as
it deliberates on the faderal budget for FY 85. Legislators will be significant
MMWM%MWMMGH&. the poni-

z
i

MM.MWMM:MM&WM&

|
|
%

aﬂmd children with child care on the list. The current -
on many legislators regarding child care must
mﬂmwammhﬁmemmmmmm

The percen of female-headed families has increased from 79 in 1960 to
19% in 1982, data indicates that the vast majority of these women

Mmmmm&nmkmm—N%d&mﬂthMmchMm
angrma 62% of those with work eight hour s
are for the female

'!‘hssil i thatchlldd -b ‘s issue in

perception care is a person's no
American mothers from all walks of have moved into the work force be-
cause either they are the sole for their children’s or

3. Old Status.—That it was more desirable for children to be cared for in their
own homes. Child care was protective service for a minority of children who had
developmental problems or came from homes.

New Reality. —That group care outside of home is considered by parenis to be
beneficial for children educationally and developmentally.

'muwmubymmwm,wmus.&mdm&mm
demwwmthnam&
'Data supplied by Elisabeth , Senior Economist, U.S. Bureau of Laber Statistics, Di-

e .
*U.S Buresu of Census, Sta Abstract of the United States 1982-88, Tabie T8.

‘Sheila Kamerman, Co-director Nationa! of Child Care Servicee funded by the Camegie
Foundation, “The Child Care Debate,” Working Woman, November 1883
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A growing number of parents in this seem to believe that their chil-
dmbenﬂtﬁmgm:n'l‘mindiﬂﬁe t children who
anmore:fteuein mmmmﬁmmt

on tests of intellectual and language development, are superior in their
knowledge of the social world.®

Whether children benefit by being cared for outside of their own' home will
take years and extensive research to determine. The current reality is, however,
that parents seem to think that they do and are seeking out child care in ever
increasing numbers.
4owsam—mmumwmmfwmmnmm
NewReality—erﬂnsmmhhawmal tyinﬁndimmpubie

caild care.

Mmdmhmoﬂmai:rnmmmmtmmmdmﬁvﬂym
the well of the family unit.

5. Old Status.— federal assistance for child care was primarily sarmarked for
childrenoﬂowineome&mﬂh

New Reality. —That federal responsibility and assistance in establishing basic
standanbford:ﬂdmmm be provided for children of all socioeconomic back-

new constituency is forming in this country of
and athemwhoamidenﬁfyingchﬂdmmawpﬂmalm theSO'
They will no longer accept the outmoded position

should assist only low-income fumilies in establishing basic shndankforchdd

care.®
Working parents are calling for support from every level of ment—fed-
eral, state, and local—and from the private sector as well. rush is on to
guarantee child care that is:
A by increasing the quantity of servioes.
accesa to services.
Aﬂwdaﬂe—bymkhuavanetydmﬁmnyviabh for all par-
ents who need and want them.
h!mpmved in quality—by enhancing the currently existing condition of
child care

C. Conclugion and Recommendations

Because 60% of American women are working, with the expectation that this per-
centage will increase particularly for children under three in the decate ahead, one -
of the top political prioriteis of the 80’s will be child care. Working parents will be
centering in on the federa! government's responsibility to assist in guaranteeing
basic standards of care for their children. Most Americans believe that the whole
socsetg has a stake in how children grow up and the kinds of aduits they become—
and thus how they are cared for when they are young. Congress must address this
issue now.

In view of the urgency of the problem, The Sponsor's Forum makes the following
recommn.c ndations:

1. That =ny proposed legislation for FYRS thMetnmenta!ly impacts on the
availability, accessibility, affordability or quality of child care programs—such

as Senate Bill 1994—be rejected by Congress during this current legisiative ses-
sion

2. That federal assistance for child care be recognized as a high priority for
the health and well-being of a large segment of American society—that of work-
ing parents and their children —and that Congress support with direct and indi-

I;:hs«m ¢ lurk Stewnrt, Associate Professor of Education and Behaviora!l Sciences, University*
of Chicago

* Shelis Kumerman, Codirector National Study of Child Care Services funded by the Carnegie
Foundation, "The Child Care Debate,” Working g’nman November 1983
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rect aid legitimate programs whose purpose is to enhance the quality of child
care.

3. That a well-articulated national Child Care Policy be established by Con-
gress that would identify the country's child care needs and would creste na-
tional program directives to meet them.

i1 A nse to Senate Bill 1994's Proposal for Additional Cuts in The Child Care
Food Program

A. Introduction

A key bill which has been introduced into the 1984 Senate legi tive session by
Senator Jesse Helms is Senate Bill 1994. This bill would amend National School
Lunch Act to reinstate incoms eligibi criteria for family or group day carehomes
participating in the Child Care Food Wiﬂtthsnecﬁwﬁa.thefmﬁw
camprwiderwnuldmaiwvnryingmteaofwimbummentfnrfqudamdi
theincomeleve!ofﬂnpamuoﬂbechﬂdminm,lnmdofﬂmdnﬂemwshe
now receives. The two stated of Senate Bill 1994 arve:

To realize s savi $45 million out of the $100 million family day care
home budget of The Child Care Food Program.
To better target federal funds to poor.

the

The inference in Senate Bill 1934 is that there would be no detrimental effoct on
the availability, ty, or cost of care for children for the following reasons:

That the chi of low-income parents would not be affected because the
reimbursement for their participation is not being reduced.

Thstthechﬂdmofmﬁdleandm' income parents would not be adversely
affected because the decrease in tmﬁaﬁoﬂﬁrbemadeupby
their parents who would pay the day care ider more for care.

The truth of the matter is even the 46% reduction in funding will
save money, it will be at the expense of all chi regardless of the income levels
of tlhei;r parents and will negatively impact low-income children. This position paper
will illustrate:

1. That the reinstatement of income eligibility criteria in Senate Bill 1994 will
have a direct detrimental impsct on all children participating in The Child
Care Food Program, through its indirect, negative impact on:

Working parents.

Family day care providers.
Chiid Care Food gmgmm Sponsors,
2. That further cuts are not warrnated given the degree of cuts already legis-
lated into the Child Care Food Program in FY 1982, and that the goal of saving

federal money should be realized in some other ares of the budget that has not
already suffered such serious reductions in funding.

B. Background on The Child Care Food Program

The family day care home porticn of The Child Care Food Program was legislated

rt of The Nutritional School Lunch Act in 1975. Its pu is to provide food

and nutrition assistance to the children of working parents who are being cared for
in family day care homes. Its main components are:

A USDA funded reimbursement to family day care home providers who

follow USDA nutritional guidelines in the preparation of meals.
Supervisory home assistance and monitoring.
Nutritional education and trai~ing.

At the present time, The Child Care Food Program has approximately 76,700
family day care homes serving 272,000 children with an average of 3.7 children per
home. These providers are affiliated with approximately 700 non-profit sponsoring
organizations nationwide.?

Even though—us Senator Helms point out in Senate Bill 1994—the Child Care
Food Program is “one of the smaller programs within the Federal Government'', its
positive influence has a far-reaching effect on the field of child care for working par-
ents. [t is the only program of its kind in the United Staies which establishes a nu-
&itio{pat standard for meals fed to children i family day care homes. The program

nefits:

Children —primarily from infancy to five years of age during the most impor-
tant formative years of the r gruwtz and dev,

" Beverly Walstrom. Deputy Director of th Hd Nutrition Division. FNS, United States De-
purtment of Agriculture. Washiagton, XC
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Pamh—wbommm&ahmmrkkmmﬂwncbﬂdnnmweufed
during the day. The OCFP reimburesement helps keep the parents’ child-care
mstsmthmaremnabhmm

care providers—who receive financial and technical assistance which
hegthemmpmmemh ty of their child cars.

emplcym-:—--w}m have more productive employees with less child related ab-
sen

C. The Detrimental Effect of Income Eligibility Criteria on Working Parents
Senator Helms has stated in Senate Bill 1994 that the basic premise for the dras-
Food Beogram ia warracien sinoe the proghum perves s lange propurtion of non oot

is warranted since serves & non-pocr
children. hmthhmnelmnonm‘m information:

AnOIGmd:tonnnh sponsor out of Mound, Minneso-
ta which claimed t?%af.ﬂelnlth'encnwl!edw':thQuahty\\vemfrvom

homasthhincomeabowlss‘kof
USDA estimates that 649% dmmmfgﬂdmmﬁmmmﬁ'nmm
above $18,315 for a four

person household.
The statistics supplied from bo'h of theee sources seem questionsble in compari-

swnmth describing the backgrounds of the parents of children in
%Thnhhwhmhhnbeenmpuhdmhinmelﬂtthme

feaufromavarietyofmm ves 8 com ve profile of these working
mmmmmhmmg:m selecting day care homes. Far

1. Parent Demand for %&mmlof the information in this section is
mkenfmntheNauonalDiy

hmxlgt:qymmmwmmemmﬂddysmdfomddayminme
g;nmwmmmdfmﬂmwmmhﬁwmmd number of chii-
s
%gv&mhﬂfd&echﬁ&sammﬂedmbt;ndwmyea? n
largest children placed parents in family day care are
under the age m

Family day care re JtmntathemutgmvalentmdeofcamfortheSman
school age children of working parents between the ages of 6 and 13

40% ofmepamnmlmngfamﬂydeymmsinghmtfamth%%m
divorced or separated; 165 are

AmordxngtoalB‘?Ssum of 000wor Family Circle maga-
gine, most mothers want fi not fderalfy controlled, day care
where parents can pick the facﬂx that suits their needs.?

2. Income Leveis of Parents Using Family Day Care.

The families of children in family day care tend to be smaller and than
the national avemg:a * The National Day Care Home Smdyg'eparefw‘:rhe De-
partment of Health and Human Services, conducted in 1 stated that the
income of parents using famxly day care ($12,000-315,000) was lower than the
national average (median $16,000). This information varies greatly from the
USDA estimates included in Senate Bill 1994 stating that 64% of enrolled chii-
dren in The Child Care Food Program were from incomes above $18,315 for a
four person household.

Parents of children in sponsored family day care have lower average incomes
than parents in unsponsored family day care.?

Studies show that day care is the fourth biggest item in many family budgets
after taxes, housing, and food.!?

Family day care costs constitute 6 to 8 percent of a family's gross income.
Parents pay on the average $.60 an hour per child for care. For many parents,
this expense can easily exceed $30 per week. From a parent’s perspective,
family day care. even though it is the cheapest of alternatives, is a costly en-

deavor ?
Generally, few parents cen pay more than 10% of their total family income
for the care of their children without making serious sacrifices.!! Since the

* “Leading Two Lives— Women at Home and Work,” Newsweek Magazine, May 1980

? “Family Day Care in the US. Final Re of the National Day Care Home Study,
Department of Heaith and Human Services Publication Office of Human Development
Seftember 1981
s ;ghf%“{x!l Watch The Kids’—Working Parents Worry.” US. News and World Report,
une

""Gwen Morgan, Chairperson of the Social Policy Committee of the Day Care Council of
Amenca, "Who Pays For Child Care?,” The Duy Care Journal, Vol. 1, Number 2, Fall, 1982
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mean income of parents who choose family fhr care is $12,000 to $15,000, this

places their maximum ability to pay at $1,200 to $1,500 a year per child—

mWthmepwﬁmwmnﬂdfmmNRymﬁMt
subsidization.

3. Parent Reasons for Selecting Family Day Care.
Wm‘kisabvmmeprindpalmfwmdimchﬂdm.&nmm'm-
mforusingmn y day care in are more varied: ‘

More half of the parents chooss family day care because the costs are
lowerthancenter-b?;;im.' of for .

They are secking possiblity of special attention for their child.
l;rsln'ew-hamwndmcympmferfamﬂydsymfwmmthmmr
olds.

Family day care provides a stable, warm, and stimulating environment which
wwmwywwekwﬂmwmdchﬂdm}

In the National Day Care Home , parents were asked what the most impor-
tant requirements were in selecting the family day care home in which they would
l:?vtie chtxg:lsgne jor ot M%w:wtyof "ntt'mrveyedhldﬁzﬁi

time thi was com paren
theirchildreninn:%hﬂd{hmphod?mmdsymhomFmdmmemmt
often mentioned problem area with 14% of the parents indicating that caregivers
sometimes serve inappropriate foods (e.g., junk foed).

Momo\;e;_'. thg Abt Associates Smdy--‘!'me Evaluation of The Child Care Food
ngmm ouna:

quite ~learly that the CCFP is meeting its goals of providing nutritious
meals to children in day care in an attempt to improve their diets . . . the
nutritional quality and the variety of food served are significantly better in
participating day care facilities than in non-participating facilities.
g‘co?dhomea the single largest of ivers providing child
amily care are up of caregivers c
camforw:?zi parents ip this country. The worki pa:entswhommngtheir
children in Child are primarily low and m income
nts. Lower chifd care costs are the pri msontbatthemg;e.ntshavese-
ected family da m.medruﬁcw%mm'pmpmedin te Bill 1994
will force the fgmily day care iders to raise their tees—fees which are helping
eep re available affordable. If Senate Bill 1994 is passed, the costs of
child care will be increased for primarily low and middle income parents—a group
which is least able to carry the brunt of this expense.

D. The Detrimental Effect of Income Eligibility Criteria on Family Dav Care Provid.
ers

1. Profile of the Family Day Care Provider.

All of the data in this section’s description of family day care providers comes
from the national study, “Family Day Care in the United States”’ and "‘The Evalua-
tion of The Child Care Food Program,” conducted by Abt Associates.

Age and Marital Status—Licensed family day care providers tend to be
women in their thirties to fifties. The older providor tends to be more experi-
enced and less educated If married, her husband will be less educated and
likely to be unemployed. The younger provider tends to be better educated,
married, and caring for her own chi?gx?en at home.

Household Income—The median anpuai household income for day care pro-
viders was just over $10.000.

Education—Although few family care providers have college d , the
majority have completed high school. However, approximately one-fifth have an
eight grade education or less.

nroliment—Day care providers who are note experienced, more educated. or
better trained tend to enroll more children than their counterparts since par-
ents are more significantly inclined to choose the former group.

Z. The Cost of Famil_y Day Care.

The National Day Care Home Study summarized the situation regarding family
day care costs as follows:

The burden of gﬂ ing for child care is considerable for most parents, es-
pecially those wit Lwer incomes who must work to make ends meet. Thus

rents are Imited in their ability to provide adequate compensation to
amily day care providers. Since most providers care for only three or four
children, it is impossible for them to derive adequate income for demanding
work that may require 50 or more hours a week of their time.
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Often a mother will relate the cost of child care to the salary ehe herself
earns rather than the total family income. If it costs almost as much to
keep a child in care as a woman can earn outside of her home, it may not
pay her to work. This. women's salaries in the market place set an effective
uponthemtsofdﬁldm.Evenwlwmdnymismbsidind the fed-
eral or state government, the resultant caregiver wage remains su tial-
ly below the minimum wage.

Day Care Provider ngﬁ:Wages for personnel in center-based day care
were significantly higher formily day care provider wages. Family day care
mmvﬂenl;cwﬂ;ammecilan average yearly net income of $2,614, substantially below

The net average hourly wage for providers in sponsored day care homes was
s’iiz 1977, 87% of al od be 94

1977, 87% of all caregivers earn low the minimug wage; 4%

had earnings below the poverty level, anm were below the low-income line.

Family ?:Jv Care Provider Food Service Costs—The Abt Study stated that the
monthly f cost per center was more than twice that of non-partici-
?aﬁng centers. study then went on to report that food service costs in
amily day care were considerably higher than that of center-based care ($2.54
va. $1.57 per lunch).

On the average, the CCFP reimbursement covered only 85% of food service
costs in family day care homes.

3. Family Day Care Provider Parent F ing Practices.

There is a basic fallacy in income eligibility criteria which never has been ade-
qustely addressed. The unspoken in S{mte Bill 1984 is that the family da
care provider should be given a lower rate of reimbursement for middle and huﬁ
income children because she is charging the parents of these children more for child
care. Nothing could be farther from the truth.

Numerous informed surveys conducted by CCFP sponsors across the country give
the fi ing picture of actual provider fee practices:

Most family day care homes have a mix of children from varying socio-eco-
nomic

Providers charge the same flat rate to each parent. This fee is predicated on
the goimrket rate which providers estimate that the average parent can
afford. is very little differentiation in fees within a given city or county
area. The family day care home fee is generally lower than center-based fees.

Family day care is offered in an intimate home setting. Day care providers
and parents are often neighbors and friends. Providers avoid setting up slidi

fee scales which would require the ts to share their income status wi
the provider. Instead, the provider ¢ an a fee which does not ade-
5 %;atelly reimburse her for operating costs, labor and food.
. Conclusion.

Family day care providers are used by working parents more than any other non-
relative caregiver. l-?l“l'xe reponderance of evidence indicates that ¢t earn little
from their caregiving—the average mean day care income of $2,614 falls substan-
tially below the og:;erty level. They generally operate cutside of the market main-
stream but are influenced strongly and adversely by it. Working salaries seem
to set an effective cap on the fees which the day care provider can charge.

Family day care providers on The Child (gare Food Pnﬁram have more than
double the food service costs of non-participating providers. However, the USDA re-
imbursement they receive only covers approximately 355 of their food service costs.
They charge a single fee to all parents which is informally regulated by what the
market can bear and which, at the same time, does not offer providers an adequate
wage for their services. Senate Bill 1994 poses to further reduce the money pro-
viders receive from The Child Care Food.Program driving up child care costs for
parents or lessening even further the already inadequate wages of family day care
providers. Ultimately, it will be the children who suffer as the quality of their child
care experience is seriously diminished

E. The Detrimental Effect of Income Eligibility Criteria on Child Care Food
Program Sponsors *
The National Day Care Home Study, conducted by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services in 1981 described in depth the value of day care ms which
utilize “umbrelia” sponsoring organizations which, in turn, facilitate the delivery of
uality care to children. The following key facts from the study describe the aasist-
ance which Child Care Food Program sponsors offer family day care providers:
1. The Value of CCFP Sponsoring Organizations.
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Sponsoring organizations the deli of quality cave, reduce the
:zmmme:fbmdmonmwmlmer?&um tate day care
.apommmrtauemendouiinﬂmonfamﬂy care and have
femidedamimpomforthedwdomzdw day care sys-

me.

Providers su for this indicated that the organisations
offering of The d Care Food ram had helped provide nutritious,
high quality food in care. The sponsoring organigations had su them in
thinking through and planning meals with USDA n guidelines in

A insjor responsibility of ing organizations is caregiver recruitment.
vaidertummran:lty %mﬁnu&ﬂycmteademndﬁrm
family day care homes. organizstions make a considershle invest
ment in staff time to insure that new caregivers can and will provide a high

level of care.
Anocther importang function of CCFP is ers to ensure
that they offer quali Thelm(b‘ fwndmm:'be wwidmmmﬂw&onthenv-

i and, therefore, to parents.© *
The National Care Home Study made five major recommendations* regarding
family day care. of the recommendations require the support and expansion
of sponsoring organizations to accomplish: .
(1) Promote the growth of family day care supply to meet the increased
demand, particularly in infant and care. In order to assist in
their outreach for homee offering care, the study recommended that re-
imbursementm&eobemhigherorchildmundertwomsofm
(Z)Pmmotothedewlopmemddsyww play an important
role lin ensuring!quality by maintaining Igenmﬂme?;l leve!s.‘monim
regulatory compliance, training caregivers, providing technical assistance
caregiver, and offeri mfor parent involvement.

ring a
{3) Increase the availability of caregiver training since training does make a
difference in the kinds of and opportunities available to children. In

reality, however, statistics show that very fow day care providers have been
trained. It is important to note that those that had received training were most
likely to be in sponsored settings.

2, Lower Provider Participation vs. Administrative Costs. .
The Abt Study showed that- The Child Care Food Program for family ds{ care
homes was meeting its goals of providing nutritious meals for children. It also

stated:
That the administrative costs in family day care homes were 38% lower than
the administrative costs in center-based prograrms.
That the limitation of income eligibility criteria for family day care homes in

. %ay gslég)s 1brought an increase of participation between June 1880 and

arch 1981

That larger sponsors benefit from economies of scale and have significantly
lower administrative costs per home than the small sponsors (318 vs. $89 per
home per month),

Therefore, it would logically follow that the reinstatement of income eligibility
criteria would result in a sharp reduction in provider participation which would, in
turn, reduce the size of the sponsors to the level where they would have higher ad-
ministrative costs and ess economy of scale. Also, the reinstatement of income eligi-
bility criteria would result in many sponsors dropping out of the Child Care Food
Program at a time when there is an increasing n and demsnd for sponsored
family day care home care. This can readily be seen by the 434 CCFP sponsors oper-
ating when income eligibility criteria were in effect before May 1980—as op to
the 700 sponsors participating at the present time.

3. Administrative lems for Sponsors.

Paperwork Problems—Income eligibility criteria will require income certifica-
tion documentation from 76,700 families annually. This process increases dra-
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matically the lovel of paperwork for sponsors. Senate Bill 1994 makes no provi-

sion for increased administrative ng to cover this cost.

Recruitment Problems—Provider turnover mandates the replacement of
homes to maintain the needed participation level required for a viable sponsor-
ship. Since most 8 have children from & broad cross section of socio-ecd-
nomic backgrounds, it bevegdifﬁculttota:getmtialmuitmnt
areas. Also, it was proven from 1976 to 1980, when income eligibility was re-
quired for family day cere providers on the OCFP, that providers receiving low
reimbursements would not participate in a program ich mandated higher
food coets and then did not come close to covering these costs.

Confidentiality Problems—Confidentiality of parent income information is an
extremely sensitive issue in an informal family day care home setting in which
the pmvéder and parents often are friends and live in the same neighborhood.

participating in the CCFP before May 1980 when income eligibility
was 8 part of the program reported that two r factors limited program par-
ticipation: -
Low reimbursement to the provider;
Provider reluctance to gather income eligibility documentation from par-
ents. e,

Discriminaton Problems—7PE mbet devastating effect of income eligiblity cri-
teria would be in the poss‘ﬂ)le discrimination to which a provider d be
forced in order to maintain a high enough reimbursement to cover even a por-
tion of her food costs. At a time when the demand from parents of all socio-
economic levels is mcrmn%efor family day care, particularly infant and tod-
dler care, providers would mm&lled to shift their day care slots to low
income chi in order to obtain subsidy they so desperately need in their
low-paying profession. .

Cnitd ¢ Clamio!?éod Program the deliv of qual

i re sponsoring organizations encourage very -
ity care, reduce the ment bmns on state and local governments, and facili-
tate day care iundi':;.m'lqi:ey expect a tremendous influence on family day care
homes gy encouraging desirable enrollement levels, monitoring regulatory compli-
ance, training caregivers, providing technical assistance to the providers, and -
ing a vehicle for parent involvement. For these services, sponsors charge the lowest
administrative costs in the child care field.

The reinstatement of income el&i:ility criteria could bring about a sharp reduc-
tion in provider participation in Child Care Food Program which would raise
the level of administrative cost, decrease the economies of scale, and force many
5 rs to drop out of the Child Care Food Program. Those sponsors that remain in
the program will experience problems with: dramaticclly incressed paperwork from
income documentation, difficulties with recruitment of low income children, confi-
dentiality complications involving providers who resist gathering income informa-
tion from parents, and possible discrimination against middle and high income chil-
dren in the offering of available slots for child care.

F. Further Costs in the CRild Care Food Pragram Are Not Warranted

Further cuts are not warranted given the of cuts already legisiated into
the Child Care Food Program in 1982 by Public Law 97-35 which resulted in a
;oulll éi:;ild Care Food Program reduction in funding of approximately 30%. The cuts
included:

A 102 economy of scale reduction in administrative reimbursements to CCFP
sponsors. In reality. this cut amounted to approximately 23.5% because of the
USDA interpretation of the reconciliation language.

An intended 109% cut in provider reimbursement by:
Reducing reimbursement from five meals to no more than two meals and
one snack per child per day.
Allowing the family day care provider to claim her own children oniy if
they were eligible for free or reduced price meals.
acing the reimbursement for children from 16 vears to 12 years of

age.

In reality, the effect of P.L. 97-35 on sponsors forced them to reduce their admin-
istratived costs, seek other funding sources, or operate at a loss according to the Abt
Study. The study went on to say that the reduction in reimbursements to the family
day care provider ranged from 25% in homes serving breakfast, lunch and two
snacks with the provider not caring for her own children to 46% to 65% reduction
in homes where the provider's own children were not income eligible

1 Conclusion
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The net effect of the cuts legislated in The Child Care Food Program in 1982 was
30%. Now Senate Bill 1994 is proposing that an additional 46% cut in reimburse-
ment to the family day care provider be passed. It has been proven that thess pro-
viders have: average mean incomes under the Poverty Level, earn on the average a
fee below the minimum Liurly wage, and are the single largest group of non-rela-
tive caregivers in the country for middle and low income rents. If Senate Bill 1994
were passed, the results would be a cumulative cut in ding for the Child Care
Food Program over the past three years of T5%.

The goal of saving federal money should be realized by reductions in some other
area of the federal budget that has not already suffered such serious decreases in
funding. This position paper has proven that the Child Care Food Program is a valu-
able program which offers important assistance to working parents and family day
care providers. FY 82 reductions in funding were deep and cut into the “bone” of
the program. To further reduce this program would seriouasly affect the health and
well-being of over 270,000 children in this country. We ask that the Senate legislate
no further cuts to this important program; and, that on the contrary, Congress seri-
ously consider restoring funding to The Child Care Food Program.

Mr. Cooney. This paper was also in the response by the minority
staff people to say, “Well, listen here's a serious issue. Come up
with a paper.” We promised them a paper. Of course, we promised
them the paper in August and it’s now March. But at least we are
fulfilling that requirement. It's also something that the Senate
folks have asked us for and we wanted to make sure that you had a
copy of that.

Mr. Kipee. Thank you. Mr. Nielson, do you have any further
questions?

Mr. NizLsoN. No questions.

Mr. Kipee. Mr. Packard.

Mr. Packarp. No questions. )

Mr. KiLpke. I want to thank the panel for its excellent testimo-
ny. You mentioned what was discovered about nutrition as the
result of physical examinations conducted during World War Il
and the Boer War. I've often thought that perhaps if we put the
child nutrition budget in the Defense Department budget it
wouldn'’t be the object of constant proposals to cut funding.

Mr. Coonry. The administration has proposed during previous
years to cut the overseas Department of Defense School Lunch Pro-
gram.

But those of you that wanted to follow the particular issue that
does date back to the Boer War, there is an article in the Columbia
Teacher’s College manual that traces back to the late 1890's the be-
ginning of not only the School Breakfast Program in this country
but the school meals programs in England, France, and Germany,
and we would be glad to make that available to staff.

Mr Kitpee. Thank you very much.

Again, the record will remain open for 10 days for the purpose of
receiving a response to your question, Mr. Gunderson, and for
other purposes.

Ms. CHEGwIbDDEN. Fine.

Mr. Kipee. Thank you. We stand adjourned until Tuesday.

[Whereupon, at 11:20 a.m., March 7, 1984, the subcommittee re-
cessed, until ¥ a.m . Tuesday, Mearch 13, 1984.]
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HEARINGS ON A BILL TO MAKE PERMANENT
CERTAIN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

TUESDAY, MARCH 13, 1984

Housk OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VOCATIONAL EPUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:40 a.m., in room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding. : *

Members present: Representatives Perkins, Miller, Kildee, Bou-
cher, Ackerman, Hayes, Goodling, Packard, Bartlett, and Nielson.

Staff present: John F. Jenni majority counsel; Joleen Freder-
ick, legislative assistant; and Jane Fiske, Republican senior
legislative associate.

Chairman. Peakins. The Subcommittee on Elementary, Second-~
ary, and Vocational Education is conducting a hearing today on
H.R. 7, a bill to extend five child nutrition programs which are set
to expire. Those programs are the Summer Food Service Program,
the Commodity Distribution Program, the Nutrition Education and
Training [NET] Program, the Special Supplemental Foods Program
for Women, Infants and Children [WIC}, and funding for State ad-
ministrative expenses. .

We look forward to hearing the testimony of our distinguished
witnesses. The subcommittee plans to mark up this bill, HR. 7, to-
morrow at 9:30 in room 2175.

The panel of witnesses this morning is Gene White, chair, Public
Policy and Legislation Committee, American School Food Service
Association, accompanied by Betty Bender, president, and Marshall
Matz, dcounsel, American gchool Food Service Association. Come
around.

Also Charles Hughes, chairman of the National Schools Commit-
tee, American Association of State, County, and Municipal Employ-
ees. You come around, too, Charles. :

We'll get started now. We'll hear from you this morning first,
Ms. White. We are glad to welcome you here again. Thank you
very much for coming.

[Prepared statement of Gene Whate follows:]
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Pnn-mSumquWm&ummormlmmummm )
Poirrcy Commremes, Amexican Scroow. FooD SIRVICE ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, Mr. name is Geno White, Chairman of the Legisla-
tive and Public Policy m?l'm nlgy the Director of Child Nutrition and
Food Distribution Programs for California Stath\Department of

passage of H.R. 7, introduced by Chairman Carl Perkins,
Natrition

ms whose authorizations
Cxpire ot the @d of the cerrant Sl yebn o N loes suthosications
mnﬁm%mdmﬂwhmfw&mmmﬁwm expire on

Septembed 30, 1984. Child Nutrition including the School
nent. .. po

2. ASFSA su passage of HR. 4091 and S. 1913. Since 1880 the Child Nutri-
tion Programs been cut by approximately $1.5 billion. S. 1918 and H.R. 4091

would mitigate the harshness of these cuts approximately 10% of the
cut or $150 million. The legislation would mammcmu

(a)lawbrﬂnmofamdueed—wimlund:wthedlﬂdmofwwﬁngmﬁm
T P T e rnti 1 h oo vrig
a poor
’meMle&W&mm ‘

* {¢) Increase the funding the Breakfast Programs to im the nutritional
quality consistent with findings of the US, Dmm" of iculture’'s Nation-
al Evaulation of Schoo! Nutrition publi in 1988,

Additionaily, the legislation would provide benefits for the Child Care Food Pro-
gram and private schools,

Thesechanmmmodminmtummdhrpmedspedﬁqﬂywﬂm chii-
dmparticipatinginthefmandmdmed-mwlumband ast pro-

Rrams. )
When HR. 4091 was bein% considerod by the House last fall, the Administration
pointed out that more than

with.incomes over 130% of the poverty line. It failed to point out that

Iy 70%-:‘0% gf&ﬂ;e'"benefm 'vouldlygo to families with mmcshe li)dov &d’ the
poverty line, il is intentionally targeted to benefit the working y Mg-
erly 0. The b cuts enacted as part of the Omnibus Recomi!iatg\‘”Actof! i
have dramatically reduced perticipation in the reduced-price lunch category. The
fallowing chart represents some examples. The chart is not meant to represent a
statistically sound national sample, but the examples are instructive.

SCHOOL LUNCH PARTICIPATIGN REDUCED PRICE CATEGORY

- , Otober  Qctober  Pevcent

1880 1983 decine
Axron, OH | 882 933 H]
Semphis, TN 4,265 1.409 13
Saegh, N 2.708 1.866 ris
Brmmgham, AL 2,881 2054 2
Rhuquergue. NN : $135 2.867 b ]
Qevelang, OH 2.366 1M1 2
Lourswile XY 533 4,147 22
. Kansas Gty M0 . 1,75 1,684 4
fort mmmw{r. ) 9,960 5250 12

S1

0% of the benefits under the bill would go to families *
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In light of this decline we believe that H.R. 4091 is an extremely important piece
of gegis ation. .

Task e ASFS child' that the federal Wthmm
retain primary responsibility nJtrition programs such pro-
grams should not be included in any block grant or otherwise turned back to the
states.

Including child nutrition programs in & block grant to the states represents an
abdication of federal res; bility which would result in many of these child nutri-
tion services being ted or drasticaly reduced. A child’s need for a nutrition-
ailyndequamdhtdmmtvdryﬁvmstatemshm.ﬁthechﬂdnutritionsewim
are torminated under a block grant, a child living in a state with an adequate tax
base would have a much gres ehaneeofreeeivinganutriﬁnnaﬂyadequmdiet
than a child growing up in a wqithapwrmbmASFSAbelmthatchﬂd

- putrition must have a uniform national guarantee through federal programs, for

with a better diet goes a greater opportunity for children to learn, grow, and fulfill
themmialr :

therefore, opposes repealing the Child Care Food Program and the
Summer Feeding Program and veplacing them with a general nutrition assistance

gmtforthemmﬁmmmmmmelyim rtant part of the
dedeml effort to protect the nutritional health and well-being of the nation’s chil-
ren, ¢
4. ASFSA supports the strict tion of competitive foods.

(a) Restrictions on the sale of focds scid in competition with the National School.

Lunch Program are vital to protect both the nutritional quality of the program as
well ag the financial in dﬂw‘mmmpmlegisanm that
would bar the sale of competitive foods on school premises from the beginning of the
school day to 30 minutes after the last meal. As know, the U.S. Court of Ap-

als for the District of Columbia recently held that the Secretary of ulture
acked the statu authority to justify the current USDA regulations. We believe
that situation should be remedied.

{b) Business Week magazine on January 30, 1984 reported ‘McDopalds says it is

moving to stay abreast, if not ahead, of the domestic market * * * and looking at

barely tapped distribution outlets such as schools * * *". If fast food restaurants are
allowed to invade school campuses the revenue from food sales will inure to the ben-
efit of corporate stockholders, ngt the school lunch program and the children ‘it
serves. : ‘

Current law allows the sale of competitive foods, found by the Secretary to be nu-
tritionally satisfactory_ only “if the proceeds from the sales of such foods will inure
to the beneflt of the schools or of organizations of students approved by the school.”
We urge the Congress to require strict enforcement of this important provigion of
the law and to make clea;e?hat it requirer all proceeds fo inure to the benefit of
schools or of organizations of students approved by the schools. ‘

5. ASFSA opposes termination of the Nutrition Education and Training Program
(NET), and supports the original concept of 50 cents per child per year for the pur-
pose c;f nutrition education for students and ongoing training for food service per-
sonnel, ‘

6 ASFSA opposes eliminating the requirement that USDA directly adminster ~he
Child Nutrition Programs. ldea%!y State Agencies should administer their programs.
However, several states have laws, policies or even constitutional provisions which

* prohibit the State Educational Agency from administering non-schoo! p ms.

Currently, the USDA administers the Child Nutrition Program and Special Milk
Program in private schools in thirteen states; the Child Care Food Program in nine
states and tﬁe Summer Food Service Program for children in seventeen states. If
Congress permits the USDA to withdraw from the administration of Child Nutrition
Proggrams, mass termination may occur in states which are unable or unwilling to
change state laws

T ASFSA opposes indexing of the reimbursement rate for the reduced-price
meals. In recent years the cost for the reduced-price lunch has increased from 10¢ to
i0¢ Renults of the National Evaluation of Schoo! Nutrition Program have shown a
direct relationship between participation and meal price ASFSA, therefore. opposes
such price increases in the reduced-price meal categories.

n. ASFSA urges the Congress to undertake a feasibility study cr rpilot project or
various methods of operating a self-financing school lunch program for all children.

During the final meeting of the White House Task Force of Foud Assistance, Dr.
George Graham, a commission member re-surfaced the idea that the National
School Lunch Program would belter serve sil children if it were a universal pro

o
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gram. He then went on to propose funding the program by including the value of
the lunch served as taxable income. - '

Last 5:-"' George Mil'er introduced legisisation that wlald have re-
duced current 1009% tax deduction on busintss lunches and entertaicment ex-
rns;se to 704 xﬁdhsumd the*rg::naelzﬁgﬂ t"hild i:u!ritkm. It w”éo m&gﬂ that this
egislation wou ve general ion in new revenue S. Treasury.
If you combine Dr. Graham's suggestion with Miller's
al. you can raise over of the funds needed to financial the Universal ool
Lunch Program And if the universal program is only extended to elemen
achoulsitwouldnuthenegem?vwhwvrthemmmionmmml
and entertainment expenses to 70%. Sufficient revenue could be raised by lowering
the deduction at apaproximately 80%. :

The declaration of policy in the National School Lunch Act has not been amended
since it was enacted some 37 years ago. Since that time a number of significant
changes have been made. Most importantly wes the change enacted in 197 provid-
ing additional, or special federal assistance, in order to provide free and -reduced
price meals to poor children. It was a cme that ASFSA stwngly-sm.

With epactment of the free and red price lanch the mission of the
National Schoo! Lunch Program was enhmgmm a and nutrition m
to include an income security romponent. mitantly there has been an increase

in werification requirement, an increase in documentation requirements and less

sensitivity to protecting ~oor thildren from overt {dentification and discrimiration.

In short, the National School Lunch Program is‘co-rrently facing something of an

;ider‘:,tity crisis”, Is 1t a welfare program, or is it a nutrition program for all chil-
ren? - .

A universal school funch program for dll children would get schools out of the
costly and burdensome business of having to document and verify the income of
fami iesmwipating in the programs. Thesge activities are better left to the experts
at IRS. nd, it would refocus the p on its initial goal of providing nutri-
tivus meals to all children throughout the nation who wish to participate in the pro-
gram—regurdless of income. Third, it would eliminate all tems associated with
dentification of poor children and discrimination. '

Mr. Chairman, we have been aware of the advantages of a universal free school
lunch program for many years. We have not, however, explored the various options
that may be available for financing such a program. We therefore request that Con-
gress undertake a pilot project or at lesst a feasibility study to ascertain the various
methods of operating a self-financing school lunch program for all children -

Thank you very much Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee for the opportu.
any to provide information on our Child Nutrition Progr:ms. We are ready to
answer any questions that you may have. Thank you very much for permitting us to
testsfy

STATEMENT OF A PANEL OF WITNESSES CONSISTING OF GENE
WHITE. CHAIR. PUBLIC POLICY AND LEGISLATION COMMIT-
TEE, AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE ASSOCIATION, AND
DIRECTOR OF CHILD NUTRITION AND FOOD DISTRIBUTION
PROGRAMS FOR CALIFORNIA STATE DERARTMENT OF EDUCA.
TION. ACCOMPANIED BY BETTY BENDER, PRESIDENT, AND
MARSHALL MATZ, COUNSEL, AMERICAN SCHOOL FOOD SERV.
ICE ASSOCIATION: AND MARY FILKO, MEMBER OF THE PUBLI(
POLICY AND LEGISLATION COMMITTEE, FROM AKRON, OH

Ms. Write. Good morning. Mr. Chairman, arfM thank you.

Chairman PerxiNs. You may want to pull your mike up. There
are so many people and the doors are open. Just go ahead and talk
s0 everybody can hear. '

Ms. Waite. Mr. Chairman, our opening comments will be made
by Betty Bender, president of the American School Food Service
Association. Then | will give you our prepared statement.

Ms. Benoer Mr. Chairman. we appreciate the opportunity to
present our Frepareﬂ statement to you. Ms. Gene White, as chair-
man of our Public Policy and Legislation Committee. has the full
endorsement of the association’s position on these issues.

Ve
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We have with us also Mary Filko from Akron, OH, a member of
the Public Policy and Legislative Committee. She’ will add to the
testimony which Gene White is going to submit.

Gene, as our legislative chairman, has the full endorsement of
the association on the particular issues which we wish to present
today. So, Gene, thank you.

Ms. WHrte. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goodling, my name is
Gene White, chairman of the Legislative and Public Policy Com-
mittee, American School Food Service Association. I am also the di-
rector of Child Nutrition and Food Distribution Programs for the
California State Department of Education.

The American School Food Service Association is once again
pleased and, indeed, honored to appear before you and to bring to
your attention our concerns for the nutritional well-being of the
children of the Nation. You do provide this annual tradition and
we most sincerely do appreciate it.

The 1985 budget which has been sent to the Congress does not
propose any additional cuts for child nutrition and, of course, we
are most appreciative of that. We are, however, looking at several
legislative changes that do need to be made and these are the ones
that we will address this morning.

Now we do have a prepared statement that we have submitted
for the record and rather than taking your time to read through
your whole statement, if agreeable with you, I will just highlight
some of the provisions.

In vour opening comments you did mention H.R. 7. Of course,
vou know, the association does strongly support that legislation be-
cause it would continue to authorize several programs that we feel
are extremely important and you identified them. Each of them is
very important.

I guess one we would like to highlight is the Nutrition Education
and Training Program because egch year there has been an at-
tempt, through the budgel process. to eliminate that program. We
do feel that the modest $5 millidp that has been provided should
certainly be continued and, of course, our position is to restore the
funding to the original level of 50 cents per child.

We believe that nutrition education is a very important part of
the total Food Service Program and, as such, should certainly be
continued. We do have supportive information to show that 1t is
not only educationally important, but it is cost effective.

In terms of the subsidy provisions of H.R 4081, we know thut
that legislation has passed by a very impressive vote of 3 to 1 in
the House, We attribute this to vour strong and effective leader
ship and. again. we do appreciate that

We thought it might be helpful and, perhaps, reassuring. Mr
Chairman, to tell vou that we do have additional informastion that
further supports the provisions of HR 10891, and specifically this s
in the area of providing assistance for the reduced-priced meals. As
vou know. m that legislation it would then be possible to reduce
the price of the lunch from 10 cents to 25 cents for the reduced
price child and the breakfast would be reduced from 30 to 1) cents
and we would be able to increase the nutritional content by adding
a few more pennies back, probably in the area of added protein
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We are finding this year as we have in the past that the escala-
tion in price of the ueed-g;ice meals is, indeed, resulting in the
dropping of many children from the families of the working poor
from the reduced-price p .

If you could refer to 3 of our testimony, you would fihd
there a table which we have provided which is a sampling of e
of the ¢ in parficipation in selected major city sch
- throughout nation. As {Iou know, Mary Filko on my right is

gglgprepamdtoaddreestesituaﬁan in -Akron, OH, if you so

re 1

But let me call your attention now to the schools. For example,

we are comparing October 1980 with r 1983. We are showing
a decrease of 48 7percent in the redneed;rriee icipation. Mem-
his, TN, down 67 percent. Raleigh, NC, down 27 percent. Birming-

» AL, down 29 percent. Alburquerque, NM, down 28 percent.
Cleveland, OH, down 22 percent. Kansas City, MO, down 4 percent.
Fort Lauderdale, FL, down 12 percent. )

Now some of the varidnce in the decline is, of course. due to the
economy and the amount of unemployment in that area. In my
own State of California, statewide, the reduced- Price participation
is down by 30 percent. So by providing this information, we just
want to assure you that what you have in your legislation we feel
is right on target. We feel this further verifies theyneed that you so
ably have addressed in the legislation.

ow, this morning we would like to do two things. One is to
present the supportive data which has just been done. The second
1s to highlight a couple of provisions that we feel should be added,
if at all possible to the current legislation and process. The cne are

The one area is in competitive foods and the other area addresses
a pilot study or a feasibility si ady to look at the possibility of devel-
oping some sort df self-financing provision for a universal-type pro-
gram, making food service nutritionally adequate meals available
to all children.

In terms of the first recommendation that we have on competi-
tive foods, again, if you could refer to the testimony on page 4, item
4. T would like to reference that in detail by reading that section of
the testimony. The American School Food Service iation sup-
ports the strict regulation of competitive foods. Their restrictions
on the sale of food sold in rompetition with the National Schoo!
Lunch Program are vital to protect both the nutritional quality of
the program as well as *he financial integrity of the program.

A A supports legislation that would bar the sale of competi-
tive foods on school premises from the beginning of the school day
to 30 minutes after the last lunch. As you know, Mr. Chairman,
the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia recently held that
the Secretary o Agriculture lacked the statutory authority to justi-
fy the current USDA regulations. We believe that situation should
be remedied in the legislation that’s pending.

Now point 2 of that issue would be this: “‘Business Week” magas
zine on January reported, and I am quoting, “McDonalds says it is
moving to stay abreast, if not ahead, of the domestic market and
looking at barely tap distribution outlets such as our schools.”

Now we believe that if fast food restauranis are allowed to
invade the school campuses, the revenue from sales will inure to

g7
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the benefit of corporate stockholders, not the School Lunch Pro-
gram and the children that it is designed to serve. Current law
allows the sale of competitive foods found by the Secretary to be
nutritionally satisfactory only if the proceeds from the sale of such
foods will inure to the benefit of the schools or of any organization
of students approved by the schools.

We urge the Congress to require strict enforcement of this impor-
tant provision of the law and to make clear that it requires all pro-
ceeds to inure to the benefit of the schools or of the organizations
of students approved by the schools. So we would hope that that
could be addressed as a matter of law. '

The second recommeéndation for an amendment would be on page
6 of the testimony, item 8. This relates to the pilot study just refer-
enced. Again, reading from the text, ASFSA urges the Congress to
undertake a feasibility study or a pilot project on various methods
of operating a sel{-financing school luncﬂ rogram for all children.

During the final meeting of the White House Task Force on Food
Assistance, Dr. George Graham, a commission member, resurfaced
the idea that the National School Lunch Program wonld better
serve the needs of all children if it were, indeed, a universal pro-
gram. He then went on to propose funding the program by includ-
ing the value of the lunch served as taxable income."

Last year Congressman George Miller introduced legislation that
would have reduced the current 100 percent tax deduction on busi-
ness lunches and entertainment expense to 70 percent and used the
revenue for child nutrition.. It was estimated that this legislation
would have generated $1.2 billion. in new revenue to the US.
Treasury. If vou combine Dr. George Graham’s suggestion with
that of Congressman George Miller’s proposal, it would be possible
to raise over approximately 90 percent of the funds needed to fi-
nance the Universal School Lunch Program. And if the Universal
Program was only extended to elementary schools, it would, of
course, be necessary to have a lesser deduction, perhaps at the 70-
percent level.

The declaration of- policy in the National School Lunch Act has
not been amended since it was enacted some 37 years ago. Since
that time a numhber of significant changes have been made. Most
immportantly was the change enacted in 1971 providing additional
omspecial Federal assistance in order to provide free and reduced-
price meals to the Nation's poor children. It was a change that
ASFSA strongly supported

With enactment of the Free and Reduced Price Lunch Program,
the mission of the National School Lunch Program was enlarged
from a health and nutrition program to include an ingome security
component Concomitantly, there has been an increase in the veri-
ficution requirement, an increase in documentation requirements
and less sensitivity to protecting poor children fram overt identifi-
cation and discrimination. In short, the School Lunch Program is
currently facing something of an identitv crisis. Is it a welfare pro-
wram or s it a nutritional prog ram tor alf children?

A universal school lunch pregram for all children would get
schools out of the costly and burdens ' ne business of having to doc-
ument and verify the income of each family participating in the
program The activities are betrer left to the experts at IRS
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Second, it would refocus the program on its initial goal of provid-
ing nutritious meals to all children throughout the Nation who
wish to participate in the program regardless of income. Third, it
would eliminate all problems associated with identification of poor
chiliren and discrimination. 3

Mr. Chairman, we have been aware of the advan of a unij-
versal free schuol lunch program for many years. We have not,
however, explored the various options that may be available for fi-
nancing such a program. We, therefore, request that Congress un-
dertake a pilot project or at least a feasibility study to ascertain
the various methods that might be available of operating a self-fi-
nancing school lunch program for all children.

Thank you very mich, Mr. Chairman, members of. the commit-
tee, for providing us this opportunity to talk with you about this
today. We did have’ opportunity yesterday -to report on this
same set of concerns in the Senate before the Senate iculture
Committee. We hope that they, too, would consider such amend-
ments.

Thank you very much.

Chairman Perxins. Thank you very much, Ms. White.

Mr. Hughes.

[Prepared statement of Charles Hughes follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF CHARLES Huores, CHAIRPRRSON, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF
STATE, CoUuNnTY AND MUNICIPAL EsPLoYEES, AFL-CIO, Scuoot. EMPLOYEE ADVISO-
RY CoMMiITTEE AND PRESIDENT o7 Locar 372, Boarp oF EpucatioN EmrLovEss,
Xﬂrmn'r Councit 37. New Yorx Crry

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee,  +
Is to gou as the Chairpersen of the School Employees Advisory Committee of
E, AF{-CIO, representing 40,000 members who work in chil nutrition pro-
grams in the majority of the states, '

I also appear before you at the President of Local 372, Board of Education Em-

oyees, District (k\unci{ 37, New York City. My members, more than 6,000 School

ood Service members, work in the largest school feeding program in the nation.
We ure proud of the contribution we are making to the success of this major child
nutrition program in the country's largest city.

I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of this Subcommittee
for your long standing commitment to these programs over the YORIS.

My remarks will be brief

Let me say first that AFSCME strongly supports the provisions of HR. 7

As provided in the bill, authorization would be made permanent for five crucial
&x:ngrams the Womens, Infant and Children Program (WIC: the Summer Food
Service Program, and Commodity Distribution Program; the Nutrition Education
and Tratning Program and State Administrative Eapenses.

Each of these programs has demonstrated its value and worth to the children of
vur land and to the agencies the bear responsibility for their administration Con-
trary to the continuing misguided philosophy of the Reagan Administration, they
merit permanent authorization

We urge the Committee to caleg‘?rica!ly reject the Administration's recommenda-
&m that reauthorization for the WIC, Commodity Distribution, and State Adminis-
Crutive Expenses programs be limited to a period of one year. | would hope that hy
denying this recommendation, the Congress would be sending the Administration a
clear and loud synal that it ¢ posey any tampering with these programs And
unless it deltberately turn off its hearing aid, it would get the message.

By the same token, we would ask the Commiitee to cast aside the Administra-
tion's proposal to consolidate the Summer Food Service and Child Care Programs
into a Non-School Program Grant $g the states. Combining them into a block grant
would seriously undermine the mtdnt and effectiveness of each one of them It
would relinquish the role of the Federal government in assuring the nutritional
heulth of our nation’s children These child nutrition services wou d run the risk of
ey terminated or drasticaily reduced The fact is that if the Administration’s pro

.
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posalisadopud.itwillpmduwtheanmfamiﬁarmultdmdmiominfedcml
sum:ortanddsninlofbeneﬁumotherwiseeﬁgﬂﬂechﬂdm.

r. Chairman, I know that you and the members of the Committee appreciate the
importance of providing some measure of Federal to states in assisting them
in meeting the cost o the National education training program. The small
amount for wiis purpose which is vital to the ultimate development of the
soundest child nutritional ible should not only be authorized on a per-
manent basis but should be fully funded. This modest investment in the well-
being of children should not be by the Federal government.

I would also like to take a moment to lend our to H.R. 4091 and 8. 1913
These bills would make a modest restoration of $1 to the child nutrition
m%mmm?m:hemdmmpﬂmxmm

. provisions wil benefit those who have been hurt the most by the
cuta in the child nutrition programs, the poor.

Before cmclwdm“ my remarks, I think the would appreciate hearing
our experiences i wYotkCityhatmem:mﬂm t the income verifica-
tionmt]mrementintbeScMLumhand Programs.

Nearly ninety mentpfthemmﬁunﬁm,wﬁchﬂdmninourpmgmmmeligi-

ble for free or lanch and breakfast.
The members of m are working closely with our Board of Education in our
efforts to comply the verification i t. It has proven impassible to com-

plete the minimum of 3,000 verifications by March 1st. New York has request-
ed an extension of the deadline as, | understand, so have other large cities.
Ome of the greatest difficulties we face arises from the well known fact that the
randthemr-g?wamdifﬁmhwmchhmmdhighmobilitywhid’:isen—
you

orced upon them. don’t have the money to rent, out you go.
pmm’mudcmpmmmdewnnimmdf abuse. It is, we submit, an
unnecessarily penditure of time and money with an end result of dubious

ex

cont-effectiveness. l); New York City, inci .
The fact of the matter is that the imposition of this process on the poor and the
near poor is intimidating and confusing, and will have an extremely detrimental
aﬁm'mthgpmggsmmdthechildnnitmmmthatmeSub

|
i
|

Along these lines, we believe one m reduce the burdensome responsibility for
verification is to su a univeral sc feeding program. All children could par-
ticipate, regardless of income. We support a feasibility study of this approach.

hank you. Mr. Chairman for the opportunity to testify before you this morning.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES HUGHES, CHAIRPERSON. AFSCME
SCHOOL EMPLOYEE ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AND PRESIDENT
OF LOCAL 372, BOARD OF EDUCATION EMPLOYEES, DISTRICT
COUNCIL 37. NEW YORK CITY

Mr. Hucues. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and the honorable
members of the this comniittee. My name is Charles Hughes and 1
speak to you as the chairperson of the School Employees Advisory
Committee of the American Federation of State, County and Mu-
nicipal Employees, AFL-CIO, representing 40,000 members who
work in child nutrition programs in the majority of the States.

I also appear before you as the president of local 372, Board of
Education %;mplo ees, District Council 37, New York City. My
members, more tgan 6,000 school food service members, work in
the largest school feeding program in the Nation. We are proud of
the contributions we are making to the success of this major Child
Nutrition Program in the country’s largest city.

I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman and the members of
this subcommittee, for your longstanding commitment to these Pm—
grams over the years. My remarks will be brief. Let me say first
that AFSCME strongly supports the provisions of HR. 7 and at
this moment, Mr. Chairman, I would liﬁe to read from a letter that
was sent to Congressman Gary Ackerman from Congressman Steve
Solarz as it relates to the equipment It ctates:

88
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'l‘hisamendmentwddpmvideﬂSmﬂﬁoanindudmg rivate and paro-
chial ones, to allow them to bring their kitchens &omndnrdo:tomﬂnum
lete or broken equipment that would hinder their y to participate in the feder

ally aided lanch This small grant and aid wa# eliminated
du;mmmmmmmwhﬁmmh 1981. Without
these funds, mymmmmmmmmmm
fomdwdmmtﬁthemwhnchmmmeylﬁﬂnmnmwof
demmmmmmmmeupmmm

Now back to my testimony. As provided in the bill, authorization
would be made p rmanent for five crucial programs: The Women,
Infant and Chil Program [WIC], the Summer Food Service Pro-
gram, the Commodity Distribution Program, the Nutrition Educa-
tion and Training Program, and State Administrative Expenses.
Each of these programs has demonstrated its value and worth to
the children of our land and to the agencies that bear responsibil-
ity for their administration.

Contrary to the continuing misguided philosophy of the Reagan
administration, they merit permanent authorization. We urge the
committee to categorically reject the administration’s recommenda
tio.. that reauthorization for the WIC, Commodity Distribution and
State Administrative Ex Program be limited to a period of 1
year. I would hope that by denying this recommendation the Con-
gress would be sending the administration a clear and loud signal
that it opposes any tampering with these programs. Unless it delib-
erately turns off its hearing aid, it should get the message. ~

By the same token, we would ask the committee to cast aside thé
administration’s proposal to consolidate the Summer Food Service
and Child Care into a nonschool p grant to the
States. Combining them into a block grant would seriously under-
mine the intent and the effectiveness of each one of them ¥t would
relinquish the role of the Federal Government ir, assuring the nu-
tritional health of our Nation’s children.

These child nutrition services would run the risk of being termi-
nated or drastically reduced. The fact is that if the administration
oroposal is adopted, it would produce the all-too-familiar result of
reduction in Federal support and denial of benefits to otherwise eti-
gible children.

Mr. Chairman, I know that you and the members of the commit-
tee appreciate the importance of providing some measure of Feder-
al support to States in assisting them in meeting the costs of nutri-
tion education and training programs. The small amount allocated
tor this purpose which is vital to the ultimate development of the
soundest Child Nutrition Program ible should not only be au-
thorized on a permanent basis but should alsc be fully funded. This
modest investment in the well-being of children should not be
abandoned by the Federal Government.

I would also like to take a moment to Jend our support to H.R.
499! and S 1913, These bills would make a modest restoration of
$150 million to the child nutrition programs, by, among other
things, reducing the cost of reduced-price lunches and breakfasts.
These provisions will benefit those who have been hurt the most by
the cuts in the child nutrition programs, the working poor.

Our membership has siready been affected by these reductions.
The 3 million lunches that have been cut out of the school lunch
programs have meunt the loss of thousands of jobs nationwide--
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jobs held mostly by women, the ones who have been denied the
aif‘htto have justice and job security in this great land of plenty.
e believe that HR. 4091 and 8. 1913 will somewhat alleviate the

threat of further job loss. .
Before concluding my remarks, I think the committee would ap-
preciate ing our experience in New York City in attempting to

implement the income verification requirements in the school
lunch and breakfast programs.

Nearly 90 percent of the more than 500,000 children in our pro-
gram are eligible for free or red ice lunch and breakfast.

The members of my local are ing closely with the board of
education in our efforts to comply with the verification require-
me-.t. It has groven im;lromible to com the minimum of 3,000
verifications by March 1. New York City has requested an exten-
sion ofthedeadlineas,lunderstand.sohawotherlargecities.

One of the greatest difficulties we face arises from the well-
knownfactthattheﬂ;}oorandthenearpoorareditﬁculttomch
because of high mobility which is enforced upon them. If you don’t
have the money to pay your rent, out you go. The process’ stated
purpose is to determine cases of fraud and abuse. It is, we submit,
an unnecessarily costly expenditure of time and money with an
end result of dubious cost-effectiveness. In New York City, the inci-
dence of fraud and abuse is minimal. Accordmg’ to an administra-
tion official who addressed the American Food Service Association
yesterday, they have no problems with the School Lunch Program.

The question is, why then, I ask, are we immersed #/this compli-
cated and time-consuming process? The fact of the rhhtter is that
the imposition of this process on the poor and the neds-poor is in-
timidating and confusing. It will have an extremely detrimental
effect on the program and the children it serves. AFSCME requests
that the subcommittee give serious consideration to the elimination
of this requirement.

Along these lines, we believe one way to reduce burdensome re-
sponsibility for verification is to support a Universal School Feed-
ing Program. All children should participate regardless of income.
We support a feasibility study of this approach.

Thanﬁoyou. Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to testify before
you and your honorable committee this mornir;.

Chairman PerkINs. Let me ask ail of you, the administration
only wants a 1.year extension of all of these programs and wants
the Summer and the Child Care Program block granted, assuming
that were to happen and considering all of the cuthacks vou have
had in the last few years, would that bring about much more insta
bility at the State and local level or would it heip your program”
Go ahead and answer it.

Ms. Wraite. Mr. Chairman, as one who would like to speak to
that point, first on the block granting. We would oppuse a biuck
grant because we feel that child nutrition is a nationwide issue and
should remain a Federal responsibility with strong support from
State and local agencies But we do believe that child nutrition is a
nationwide issue and that the child who eventually lives in a low.
income State should have the same opportunities for nutritional
meals ax a child from a more affluent gf;m', So we oppose o block
grant.
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Your second question about l:year authorization, in judg-
ment, that woul beadhas&nldombeﬁmitispmimmef-
fectively outreach a and administer it when it cm
from year to year. I think that would be a very, very
things for all of the States of the Nation.
Chairman Perkins. Mr. Hughes.
Mr. Hucuss. Mr. Chairman, this union believes very strongz
ﬂmthungerisanaﬁonalremmibmty.ltbﬂmtomind

Statue of Liberty that sits i harbor of the city of New York
which basically says, “Bring ue your tired and your hungry.” So,
therefore, we that the of the United States of Amer-

ica has a "tytofeeditstgog:‘.l

I see Jommﬁius this morning orable Congressman from
Chicago, IL, Mr. Charles Hayes, who. when he was running for
office, stated emphatically that we shov 1 feed the people. I said to
him when he made that statement that when he came to
that he would be joining le like yourself and Mr. Goodling and
others to fight the good t to feed the people. Because during
that statement we saw the sight of a man who stood on the Sea of
Galilee and who took five loaves of bread and fed a multitude.

Therefore, those who believe in the King James version can also
believe that this country which was built on that tradition shoula
feed its hun%y, that this Government has a responsibility to feed
its hu . We have found that whenever you block grant some-
thing, then the national implication is lost in that kind of transla-
tion. )

Chairman PeRkiINs. Thank you for an excellent statement, Mr.
Hughes, and you, too, Ms. White.

Now let me ask both of you, in 1981 the Congress repealed the
atathority to appropriate funds to purchase equipment for lunch-
rooms. Should we now restore that authority, is equipment in
local lunchrooms deteriorating due to all these bu cuts of the
last few years? Do you care to comment on it first, Ms! White?

Ms. WHITE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm sure others would
like to address it, too. 1 do believe there is a need for equipment
assistance funding. We were finding, for example, in my State of

" California, that it was not an adequate appropriation, even when

we had the funding.

In terms of looking at priorities, I would hope that if this is,
indeed. to be a priority of the committee, that this would be an ad-
ditional augmentation to the existing bill, as it's priced out.

Chairman Perxins. Mr. Hughes.

Mr. HuGhaes. We have found in New York City, and the reason
we would like to have the $15 million restored to the program, that
the stoves are blowing up in many of those kitchens. Many days
hot food is not available to be served because the equipment is old
and obsolete, and we believe that the restoration, as small as it
might be, for equipment, is very important so that we will be able
to serve the kind of nutritious and compatible meals that are nec-
eSSAry.

If vou'll recall, there was a great deal of concern about plate
waste at one point, and we believe without the proper equipment
we are going to have to go back to that mean end vicious cycle of
kids dumping foed in the garbage cans.
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Chaiman Perxins. Mr. Goodling. .

Mr. Goopuing. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Fir.t of all, I would think that the 1-year reauthorization ides is
not very well t.hwghtthrough.lwou{;abeopposedtoanysuch
kind of program, simply because it doesn’t really give you much op-

rtunity to plan and do the kind of job that you should be doing

use you know that it will reoccur year after year.

On the other hand, I have a real problem with oversight commit-
tee permanently reauthorizing. My hope would be that I could get
the chairman to compromise and pe get a 4-year program or
something of that nature. I think that for’an oversight committee
to say that we're permanently reauthorizing could be misconstrued
as “We're not really going to pay too much attention as to how
well the program is working,” so | would hope that somewhere
we could come along with a compromise and indicate that the ad-
ministration’s program is poorly thought out and perhaps come up
with an alternative method.

Let me also say what this is the first time, I think, in my 10
years where we talk about universal feeding and at the same time
also talk about how it might be paid for. I think that's an indica-
tion of maturity, perhaps, on boih sides. I'm not sure. {Laughter.]

But let me then just ask one other question. First of all, do you
have a serious problem with, for instance, a 4-year reauthorization
program idea for all these programs?

Ms. Benper. I think that that would certainly give us opportuni-
ty to organize ourselves. and it would give planning time, which is
what we need if we're going to have an effective program.

Naturally, we would like {0 see the program as ongoing, but
needs do change and our clims.te does change. But a 4-year authori-
zation would be a tremendour help.

Mr. GoopLinG. One other question or one other comment I might
make. Last year, as you remember. I was pushing the idea that we
do something about the shortfall of last vear, but it fell on deaf
ears, both in committee and with the public. Now I believe we are
up to about $3:!1 million. I realize you didn’t have to testify about
that today, but I didn't see any mention of that shortfall and, yet, 1
understand thet this year it is a concern. Would anyone, either Mr.
Hughes or Ms. Bender, like to comment?

Ms. BeEnNDER. Yesterday when the administration was speaking
they said they had submitted their request for the shortfall.

Mr. GoopuinG. A supplemental?

Ms. Benper. Yes, a supplemental request or a supplemental ap-
propriation. So at this particular point we have not addressed that
suhject

Mr. GoonrinG. That will be a change if someone finally submits
a supplemental I don't quite understand why that hasn't happened
in the 10 years that I have been here.

Ms. WHite. Mr. Goodling, we might also comment that as you
look ut the funding for the programs, the shorttall has been one
concern but also the carrying over deficit has been a second cun-
cern. We would hope that both of those concerns could be ad-
dressed in terms of the funding needs for the program.

Mr. Goonuanag My Hughes, any comment on that?
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Mr. Huau&lconcurwiththetwopmmusspeakemur Good-
mﬁr GoopuING. Thank you. I have no further questions, Mr.
Chairman

Chairman Pergins. Mr. Kildee.
Imrwouldlxke askallo?r t.hisquestl t the
to you on. carrymgou -

tions requiring verification of a tions for the free

ce meals, are you finding that many children are
dmged and how much is this costing us in administra-
uvecosts Could all of you comment on that, based on your various
-experiences?

Warre. We are, indeed, concerned about the two points you
mentmned-—-the cost of verification and the fact that children are

disqualified. Of course, as you know, this is the first of the
. veﬁgcatlondl:quuement so we are really just beginning to get

ta.

The we are hearing in practically all cases where there are
substantial number of children to be verified is that many families
are not returning the required information to support the verifica-
tion. As a result, many children are being drupped from the pro-
gram-——

hg!LKu.nzs. Who otherwise would be qualified, but because of
t .

Ms. WHiTE [continuing]. Because they are not responding, the as-
sumption is that they—well, they are disqualified. You have to re-
spond back to be verified. By way of data, I can quote one statistic
from the Los Angeles Unified School District, which is, of course,
as oggu know, one of the largest mm in the Natior.. Qut of the
3,000 applications that they ve someﬂug like 1,200 children
as of this month have now been bumped off of the p . In
most of those cases, they are simply eliminaied because the fami-
lies have not been able to respond back.

Now in this case the venﬁcauon mformatxon was sent out in sev-
eral languages, but even so, it's complex, it's difficult to understand
and we believe that there are barriers of that kind that are maki
it difficult, if not i ible, for famxlxes to respond and the chil
then is bemg bumFm

Now in terms of the cost of venﬁcatxon. here again, we are going
to get hard data, we hope, quite soon. In California it appears that-
an aversge cost mlght be somewhere between $20 and $30 for each
verified application and that is a conservative figure. Of course as
you know, this is a new mandated requirement on the school dis-
tricts. There is no funding for this and the cost of verification is
really coming off of the plate of the child.

Mr. KiLnpge. When you do get that hard figure, if you could
sumy it for the committee, | would appreciate that very much.

WaiTeE. We would be pleased to do that.

Mr. Kinee. Would anyone else care to comment?

Mr. Hughes. We like to point out that in the city of New York
we have quite a few different kinds of peogle—Russxans, Puerto
Ricans, Hispanic, Latin country folks, all kinds of people—who
have gotten frightened of that form. In addmon the Food Eesea
and Action Center have done some studies and they have found
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that you have to have at least a junior school, or 11th grade rather,
level of education in order to read the form.

So we are talkinﬁ%enbout tEople who were born before my time

to fi t my inother is a domestic and when
shesentmewschool,lcameha&andtriedtotenchherhowto
read and write. | am sure that some of the parents that are in this
category today who are looking at this form cannot read and write.
They are intimidated by that form and that is why the drop has
taken place. That is why the kids are being disenfranchised for a
decent meal in the scboo{ .

\:e believe that thisaddl ification form has iucretmigls the workl%ald
and no one is giving itional m to carry on this responsibil-
ity. The school districts in the city of New York are drawing from
other funds in order to try to meet these requirements at the ex-
pense of some other kind of quality educational program in that -
great city. So we are very conce about the venification. I think
that this union, along with man&aof you, said when these regula-
tions were being talked about t they would disallow a lot of
people from participating in that program. We you to take a
strong look at eliminating that kind of provision from the regula-
tions.

Mr. KiLpre. Would anyone else care to comment on that?

Ms. Fuko. Mr. Kildee, my name is Mary Filko and I am from
the Akron public school system in Ohio. We have found in our veri-
fication process that there is a t deal of mobility amongst the

ple that we have asked to fill out some of these forms. We, too,
ave had problems getting information back. We have sent them
out in different ways. We have tried to send them th h the U.S.
mail. We have also tried to send them through the children. Quite
often they don't get home or the mail returns them to us saying,
“address unknown.” For those people their children then are not
continued in the program. We give them a period of time which is
what we are supposed to do and then after that they are then
taken off the program and those children can no longer participate.

So I think this idea is one that we, too, want to sugfort—-not
taking money and feedilf children who should not be fed. But pe-
nalizing those who should be getting meals is just unacceptable.

Ms. Benper. Mr. Kildee, I did some quick numbers because we
have just finished our verification process. My district is Dayton,
OH. We verified 855 applications this year and it cost me $19,295.
We ran into some serious problems halfway through the verifica-
tion system in that we ha# a mother pull a knife on the ladies that
were doing the verification and we had the added cost of security.
We did have some very irate mothers and fathers.

In addition to that, we have been trying to do a followup, and 1
don’t have thos: siumbers complete yet, on the people who did not
respond. Ve are finding that the greatest problem is that, first of
all, they don't understand. Their reading, their literacy level is
not—they just simply do not understand. The second major prob-
lem, 1 find, on the verification for us has been that ple do not
understand the difference between gross and net when we have
had to make a cHange—gross and net income. They look at what
their dollar is on there at this level. Those were major problems
which we found in our area.
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Ourschoolsystemdxdnothavethemndstomstngemeasecu

nt&man So we went to outside secunty

r. KiLoeg. Thank you very much.
Chairman Perxins. Mr. Bartlett.
Mr. BartiErr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just to follow up on

the last question. Did ] understand you to say that you had verified '

800—was it 800——

Mr: BARTLETT [contmumg] At a coSt of 819 000?

Ms. BENDER. Yes.

Mr. BarTierT. Is your testimony that your objection is to the
concept of verification or is it just simply too complicated or too
costly or somehow difficult to understand or, obviously, not very
cost effective to talk to 800 people for $19,000?7

Ms. BEnNpER. No; it's not too cost effective. It does take consider-

able time that you have to assign. Many school districts—now I did
not add two people to do that--but you did take two people from
their regular duties to be assigned to handle the verification. |
guess, perhaps, my major thing is that it is not really cost effective.
Second, the people who did not respond to us, don’t respond, those
that we had to remove from the program, haven’t responded be-
cause they are not qunhﬁed but because there is a lack of under-
standing. At least that's what seems to be coming in our followup.

Then when it is all said and done the number of changes that

were made within my program were less than 10 percent—say, like
moving from free to reduced and back and forth within their cate-
gory. They were small in comparison.

Mr. Bartierr. Ms. Bender, if 1 could pursue that for just a
second.

3Ms. BENDER. Sure.

Mr. BARTLETT. Are you testifying against—you are not then testi-
fying against the concept of verification?

Ms. BEnper. No; [ am——

Mr. BARTLETT. Are there improvements that we could make
statutorily—in the statute—to simplify the verification process?
Someone else testified that the forms were too complicated. Per-
ha&s we could have simpler forms.

Benpep. I guess what 1 am really testifying for is the hope
that you will take under consideration the feasibility study where
we can a self-financing program for all children which would then
perhaps eliminate some of the concerns and expenditures we are
having to spend elsewhere.
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a@:’f Bartierr. Did one of the other witnesses want to answer

Mr. Hucues. Yes, Mr. Bartlett, if I might. What we are sayi '
goes beyond just the dollar value involved in the verification. It
sets up a standard in the school system. As I understand the princi-
ple of education, it is to teach the equality and equal opportunity
to children. The fact that these ver?lq“ncation forms go out and if a
parent who does not possess the necessary education, who can'’t fill
out that form, subjects his or her child to a situation in the school
system that 1 don’t think is very healthy socially.

The other aspect of it is that it is very time consuming. I think
that the previous method and procedures for verifications were suf-
ficient for this program. We believe that this committee and other
Members of Congress in fighting the cuts that were proposed by
the administration was partially successful, but then they took an-
other route to further erode this program. On that basis, this union

-+ says that the verification forms, the way they stand now, are not
conducive for participation at maximum by the student population.

The other aspect of it is that when the form is not sent back, we
have done research to show that the child is eligible to participate.
The problem is, does the parent understand what the form says.

Mr. BartLerT. Mr. Hughes, are all of the children in your pro-
gram, for example, are y.u certain that they are all eligib{:? en
a child who is not eligible is on the program, that takes awsy a
meal from a child who is eligible. You are not arguing against any
sort of verification or are you?

Mr. Hucnes. We are not arguing against any verification. We
are saying that the form as it stands now in terms of its verifica-
tion intent has disallowed people who should be eligible to partici-

- pate in that program.

Mr. BarTLETT. Ms. White.

Ms. WhiTe. Just to comment to your first question and that is,
how did we get into this to start with—I think that was the ques-
tion. As | recall the law, Public Law 97-35 contained section 803
which addressed verification and in that section of law it made ver-
ification a discretivnary gption with the Secretary of Agriculture.
In laymais's language it said that if the Secretary wishes to estab-
lish a verification procedure, the State shall comply. That's the
statutory basis.

Now we have regulations that are in effect this year for the first
time that have now established a process for verification. From the
standpoint of the American School Food Service Association, we
support accountability. We are using Federal dollars to feed chil-
dren. We must be sccountable. | think the problems that we are
hearing are one of process and the question then, is there a better
way to assure accountabihity. not hurt children who are, for various
reasons. being bumped off of the program perhaps without real
need. That's the kind of question that I believe we are having
today. But we do suppert accountability.

« Mr. BarTLETT. Ms. White, I wonder if you could either today or

in a followup testimony either to this committee or in my office, if
vou could suggest a different or a better verification system or a
better accountability method.
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Ms. Wﬂrr&ltlﬂnk,sxr,oneofthequestmnswehavehadasan
association is this; a part of that section of law that I quoted re-

on
-verification in which the various pmm s could be explored and
is

studied. The problem as we see it,
lations were 1ssued a year before the pilot study
ed.Wesulldonothavetheﬁndmgsofthepilotsmdymleasedto

Sowenowhaveregulatwnsthatar based upon those find-

ings of the pilot study. We hope eventua hat this can be stream--

lined in such a way that everybody can Lve with something that
w‘:ll{dbnng in accountability, but not a di~crimingtory aspect for
children

Mr. BartLETT. | wWonder d'any of the witnesses—if you don't,
that's fine and I will 'move onto next- question—but do any of
the witnesses have a conceptual n, just a concept, as to
hoy’v you would conceptually structure veriﬁeat.mn or accountabil-
ity?

Ms. Whaite. Well, Ithmk,again,Mr Ba.rt.lett.,USDAadmmxstra—
tion did meet with us yesterday at a conference that we are having
hereinWashiﬁgtonand'wearetoldthat havemenewragl-

lations that are being released ¢ , in the Register
haven’t seen them and we are t.obeve anxious to see what
theydolunderstandthatthesem changes, that there

resmd nse time. Sowewxllbego back to USDA through the
reporting procedures to let them know how we feel
about it. It is our hope that ~~mething will come out of this that

. will make this a more lival’ situation admxmst.rat\vely. costwise
*and what's right for children. g

Mr. BarTiETT. ' Would\you send the members of this committee—
at leagt this member and _the committee as a whole your com-
ments? :

Ms. WHrTE. I am sure we will be lmedtodqthat.

Mr. Bartrerr. I will lookatthosexntheFederalRegwter It has

generally been my belief that, oftentimes, better suggestions come

from ‘the people who are administering the program than USDA.

So if your response 15 that you want to wait for them to make a

P e Wrnrre
WHITE. We totally agree with- that statement.
Applause.]

r. BARTLETT. | have a question, Mr. Chairman, if I have a little
more time, on the block grant concept because I have noted that
several of the witnesses have test'fied—or I heard one—against the
block grant. I suppose my question really relates to the concept of
the block grant and that is, is it your feeling that in your individ-
ual States that if the same amount of money for those tgtp‘es of gm
grams—that is, nonschool feeding—were sent to the t
your States would squander the mo-Xey on such things as highways
or that they would feed children that weren’t hungry?

I guess 1 don't understand. 1 would understand if the funding
were cut and then sent in a block, but if it were sent in a block,
does your confidence in your States sort of fail? Do you feel lxke

- you have a lot more clout up here in Washington than you do in

your State legislatures?
{Pause.]
, 7
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Mr. BARTLETT. Be careful with your answer. [Laughter.} _

- Ms. Wrrre. Sir, for openers, I would like to try a which,
1 must say, is not the official response of the State of rnia be-
cause—— ¥

Mr. BartLETT. | would assume not.

‘Ns.Wi;m& You would assume that. That helps.’

program which we now have based on nutritional integri

education values for thildren. What we would have be

50 different versions of a child nutrition program, if, indeed, the
to child nutriti : )

I do believe it is possible for some States to wish to divert that

,'ﬁ?ym&mtmmockmﬂngmuumbmhnotmm:

money to highways or plant growing or whatever might be consid-

m%m?:;%ﬂmmwmli they oo
: programs so are con-
sistent and so they are itable and so they are equally available
tochildmnintheStats:qu } Y .
You see, right now we have an eutitlement status for the p
gram. In other words, based -the number of meals we serve,
that funding is su to assured by law. A block te

doesn’t assure thaf. hat simply gives the States a grant. If you .

have situation where an increase is experienced, there is no way to
feed those children. The entitlement funding provision of child nu-
trition is a uniqué and a very, very important provision that we
feel must be maintained. That can happen only when the program

is authorized at the avel.

Mr. BARTLET™. | Wi “each of you would comment on this
from either your parficular State or r States that you know on
whether your Statesiwould administer, how your States would ad-

minister, a child nut¥ition program if those p: were given to
the States to administer, assuming that they have to stay within
the parameters of child nutrition. Would antici K:ur
States would not be able to accomplish t? You we have
problems with the Federal , too. We have heard testimony
today and I am sure I could elicit more about some of the problems
with the Federal program. .

Do you believe that your States would not administer child nutri-
tion very well?

Mr. HuGues. Mr. Bartlett, I don’t think it has anything to do
with the integrity or the principles of our elected State officials. I
think what we are saying here is that the Federal Government has
a responsibility tc feed its poor and that a standard that every one
in every State in the United States of America should adhere to. In
some instances where block grants have been implemented in the
Stafes, those who have the power to'lobby, those who have the
power to vote, have been there who have ked away from the
table with the mountain share of whatever on the table.

We arv talking about a population that doesn’t vote, does not

. have the ability to lobby and we believe that those of you who are

in the Halls of Congress here and whilé you may think that we be-
lieve we hate more power here than we do back home, we think

4 that the integrity and the principles of the honorable people such
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as yourself who.we can dppeal to and set a standard that would do
justice to nutrition programs throughout the United States.

Mr. BarTLETT. | would sm that there is a pretty powerful
lobby of these organizations both here and also in the States.

One nther question, because I know my time is running short
and that is on the sulbjject of permanent authorization. I concur
with Mr. Goodling that a multiyear authorization is the a ropri-
ate vehicle. I know you are advocating against a 1-year authoriza-
tion which I share in your feeling, but a permanent authoriza-
tion—and I wonder if I could get your comments—would, in effect,
be‘saying that the Federal program is perfect and there is nothing
wrong with it and so we don’t ever have to look at it"again.

I wonder if you would comment on that. Would you oppose a
multiyear authorization?

Ms. Writs. Frankly, again, it would seem that a 4-year authori-
zation would be reasonable. I think realistically we all know that
this is a chapging world, there are changing and varying needs for
programs. We feel that we must retain some flexibility in these
‘programs, but we also feel that we must have ihe pio-rams. We
can deal with the changes to amendments in régulation or in law
such as we are discussing here today.

As a minimum a 4-year authorization is needed to really have ef-
fective management and good ning within the States.

Mr. BArTLETT. Thank you, White.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman PerkiINS. Mr. Ackerman.

. ‘Mr. AckegrMaN. Thank you very much, } r. Chairman.

1 wauld like to personally thank the panel for their excellent
" presentation and extend a personal note of greeting to my old
friend, Charlie Hughes, who is one of the preeminent labor leaders
in the that we both come from. I think from the strength of
hi}sx stattment and the depth of his convictions that we understand
why.

I was listening with great care to the income verification state-
ments that were made. I heard a lot of discussion about it being
confusing and cost ineffective. | was wondering if you have any re- -
sponse or opinion on what the real damage is and what the real
toll in the stigmatization of young people is by having them and
"their families go through this process or not be able to go through
this progess. [et me just wrap up the two questions in one and
maybe you can pick them apart, and respond to it. Would it not be
better to take tgis out of your dcmain, to feed all of the children
that claim that they are hungry {applause] and then have some
kind of checkoff on their income tax form so that parents can,
when they file how much income they make, check off that their
children do receive free lunch and then leave that to the IRS and
let you people go about the business that you are supposed to be
going about? - '

Ms. WHiTE. Mr. Ackerman, we would strongly su&)ort that con-
cept because really schools are not investigative agencies. We are
educational agencies. We believe that verification which is really
verifying family earnings and income is an IRS responsibiiity. We
believe that is where it should be. This is why the concept we are
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talking about—about a self-financing package—is appealﬁ . It puts
verification where it belongs—in the verification arm of

Mr. AckerMAN. And the second part, do you think that your—if .

I could use an editorialized word—your “intrusion” into that proc-
stigmatizes these young people, and rather, another agency

should do the verification?

Wurre. Well, we already have IRS lnvestiga?ons.' I am told.
Soa%:'wouldseenithat’thiswnﬁldjmtbppartan parcéd] of that
total packags that carry out.

Mr. HucHes. Mr. , students’ records in any school
system, you can’t go into those records. In this country if a child. is
arrested before a certain age, that record is not to thd
public. But it seems that the school administrators and any work-
ers who live in the community who may go to the same beauty
parlor, who may go to the same church, administer a form that de-
termines whether John Doe can or cannot eat. .

Iamap?w"countryfellowmyselfandlmmemberhowlfelt
when I had 'to stand by the kid. who had the good shoes on and I

had the sneakers en. I remember how that made me feel. I am -

saying today that this program is crea an atmosphere of two
kindsofclminaneducaﬁonalsysﬁeﬁ;gthatissu to be
fighting for equality, that there should not be any tiation

... . hatwean one child athn hannonad ¢tn enaek T atin and another child

who happened to speak—ETnghsh I think that's the stigma here. I
think we have to be wrmreful when we use a public institution
such as the officers of school food services throughout these United
States as being an agent that is going to investigate the back-
ground of the parents of its children. .

Mr. AcrkgrMAN. Thank you. ‘

Chaimman PrrxiNs. Mr. Boucher. : ‘

Mr. Bouches. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. One of the programs

. that is particularly important in my congressional district, which is

typically less wealithy thip the country as a whole, is the School
reakfast and Lunch Program. This subcommittee held hearings in

-my district during the course of 1983 and it was revealed to ua at

that time that when the budget was a in 1981, making re-
ductions in fufiding for the School Breakfast and Lunch Program,
that there was approximately a 16-percent reduction in the number
of students who were participating in those programs throughout
southwestern Virginia. v .

I wonder if the members of the panel cuuld comment on whether
those figures are reflective of the situation as it existed nationwide
(ér vg;et er some different reduction was experienced in the various

tates.

Ms. Benper. Mr. Boucher, I don’t have those figures with me,
but when we did prepare testimony for the Commission on Hunger,
those figures were inclugded and { are available. If } could send
them to you, would that be of help? I just don’t have them with me
at this point. . - -

Mr. BoucHEer. Yes, that would be of help. _

Would you care to comment? : ‘

Ms. Waxrte. Well, in our testimony, which you may not have had
an opportunity to review on page 3, we give some selected sam-
plings acrgss the Nation from the major cities, showing the decline
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Ms. Wurte. Speaking for the one state I represent, California, we
hawchammwdqythacahoimmmsmwdimmdi

_ ately at the time of the Reconciliation Act, the first one, which was

.effective in January of 1981. Atthptpoint.dﬂmmtl)dechne

wﬁr Bovmm.Ammmhngarsmmmdaﬁmformmm

in funding which would restore participation to pre-1981 levels, and
%mmmgiwmmﬁmdwmmm

M&WmWell.themmn&tionthathasbeenmadeis
mbamtpimumadd which is about

$150 in .R. 4091, which
been thatwemmostgrateﬁd
We just hope mattheSmaumnhnwthesamevmimthatmall

_ But really this is only a token and it i3 a small way of deal-

with some of the harshness of the cuts. It helps only a very lim- -

ited number of children in the
Mr. Boucuza. Is it your view that ths $150 addback
could successfully restore tion to 1981 levels?

udgmental,
certainly help, but it's to hel inthatme,mtegwyof t
and that is rdnce;;p’ia which represents children

Mr. Hayes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'want to say thanks,
_ to my colleague and MrHu@es,wborememgeredsome
*,my appréaches during my efforts to get here. [Laughter.}
me first tell you, Mr. H that I 't quite know what I
wasg’ettmgmtoatthehmelwasmkingthispositim ter.]
It seems to me, that even though I got here a Iate,

the gént.leman from New York and some of you from the other

parts of our country. .
Aslunderstand:t,youwantwaeeamtoratmdthemon:gs
tb* have been cut out of the program itself and you think e
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verification for the eligibility requirement is hurting some who
shqhgfln'tbehurgalthwghyoudon'tobjectwmmefomof@riﬁ-_
ca

You have also. indicated _tbai the l-year amti?” as has ’

been proposed by, the administration is totally unrealistic. As I
hear{w,youaremyingthatyouminkthntthatshouldbeat
least 4 years.

Now 1 don’t know —maybe you can help me— is it
necessary for a child who is going to school whose ;hgreon
some form of public gssistaice .program where amount of
money they receive each month is known, where of them in
my district run out of the moneys before the end of the mon
manyusingt:hefmefoodwﬁ-mofchmanddri.ed_mﬂkm

g
;
E’%
i
H
|
£
:

P .
Now, I don’'t want tg kid you. I don’t think you ought to leave
here with little or any —granted, my position on the
seniority list is 433d here. [Laughter. -
I want you to understand moods as | read them here. The

restoration of moneys to this kind of a sccial p is to be
extremely difficult unless the administration ts view of
what are our priorities._l say that quite candidly. I that

the
chaimanofourcommtteeunderstancbtheneedsofpeople,the

uﬁd it's going tohbae extremely ditﬁc}xlt. .

r. HuGHEs. Mr. Congressman, I just want to remind everybody
t this program origi was cut by $1.6 billion so when we are
king about 1 ing $150 million we are not talking about a lot

of meney. I do%msyme here is aqyuﬁlthat there shouldn’t

be some sort of ility because we believe in account-
ability. But we don’t believe the kind of accountability that has

been imposed upon us is reasonable. .

The other as in terms of jobs. We bave done some research
and feel that if 3 million lunches were nddeds: day, that would
Easmbablgmean some $60,08Q to $70,000 jobs, pe gsonapart—tlme'

is, throughout the United States & America, I pointed out in
my testimony that the majority of the work force ard the food
service systems throughout these United States are women. I think
that if we were to look at the comparable work studies started in
the State of Washington and other States in this country we ‘will
find that women have been discriminated in these kinds of employ-
ment{and I think that is what we have to look at as well as chil-

dren being able to have a well-balanced, nutritious mea!. We did a

study in a middleclass neighborhood in district 20 in New York.

that where the children did not have breakfast they were very hy-

ractive. Those who participated in the breakfast were
ess hyperactive and were aﬁe to digest the lesson plans based
upon quality education.
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Mr. Goopiing. I-have one request for infermation and then one

question. .
We have been trying to the cash restored-for the pi
mmmmeﬂmmw"“”
last year and how much was lost. We
carry on .o

mbum
sk hars s Gy o hat o il

district, how was prepared for senior citizens in the city s
hauled 20 miles away to a meeting place, which happened to be
mxt.doortom.elmtarymhoolt,hntmmaﬁedsmﬂyfuqded
queshoniisthk—lmnot you shiould pick up the

ing for this—but wherever it seems to-me, you could
combine_both the senior citizen and lunch .programs usipg
about half the amount of money néeded for this dual kind of oper-
ation. If you had those extra senior citizen funds, and the right op-
portunity, would you people be Yeceptive to that kind of arrange-
mex;;?aﬂmtias¢matteroffact— o

use.
r. GoobLING. 1 guess you don’t have to respond. We got an

answer.

Our problem is whenever we set up any kind of in
Wmmfomtwmﬁmmatbuehwm
district that is doing that job very well, all we would to do is

give them additional money to their area of concern, but
we always set up a new . -
were carting that

As 1 said, I got in with the people

need, you ought to do it in
think that a eombination, I think that
say about that, Tom—and I

the youngsters are in there—but just the
have an opportunity to associate—you know, are not at a
point where they want to iake ihuwse joungswes hcme snd keep
them more than an hour or two
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. assume some the money to do it.
I thank you .
. %&mmmﬁmhﬁrw
‘Mr. Nigwson. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman
Chairman you very much. The panel has been
. excellent. We you being here today.
recess.
Off-the-record discussion.] *
Our,mtmism i
tor, State Bureau of Special lvanis; Richard
ount, ) State WIC president, National
Association of WIC ; and Stefan , director, Supple-
mental Foods Center for- Budget and Policy Priori
Come around,

Mr..Zimmerman, ill hear from you first. ’
[P:eparedstatem;:ofl!obmﬂmm,;umanfoum]

I Mﬁm&amwkmrs. Mum.ﬂ.mMvaBumu
or SreciAL Foop Prooraxs [WIC], PENNSXLVANIA DRPARTMENT Or HEALTH, HAR-

. - RESBURG, PA
¢ Good Chairman Perkins, Congressman Goodling and members of the
Committee on and Labor's Subcommittes on Elementary, Secondary and
:llom mrmn?aﬂwgmdmmm’g
%W Health’s, Bureau of Special Food Programs
' Women, Children. 1 have directed the since March 1981 and

.
SUPPLEMENTAL PUNDING FOR FFY 1884 FOURTH QUARTER

Themostlmmerhatene::lformdeﬁ'ectcfm i activity
ing WIC Eaﬂlﬂﬁnﬂl appropriation

" Fiscal Year 1984. meﬁmmmnmnmmcwm
Igst month, we were 40 hear the Administration

s T oL e s o iy adactel Pl
8 ve
19£h3 23 i $1.41 in January 1984, The survey found that
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CUTS IN ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDING ; .
Concerning 5 to cut WIC “Administrative Grants” frofn this cusrent 20%

level, [ have the
Before i consider what those funds Ata
minimum, %th of Mhmmnm&m which
mamtmlmmanlnMWlC‘sadminﬁmﬁwﬁmdsmwidefwnu-
tritional/medical & sts, Bealth care integration and as well as nu-
trition education. Ahn. nnhka the Food Stamp Program, sta agencies 'wint
their own vouchers, coupons, or food imtrumenh,andmmitartbeirvmdm
poﬂhgmlaﬁmhmgm dearanethemfoodgmntasm
operational budget h i Mesmmwchutlm‘miswﬂdmistincw-
ngtu;g:he misconception that WIC has s 20% administrative overhead.

tailorfoodpackagessoths:mparﬁd be served within a state’s grant.
A disincentive to such efforts occurs because ol current method of distributing
administrative grants to states. For e:ample,asute’s administrative is de-

termined by how much food money they get, mmmw they

serve with it. So states who have a ow food cost per receive Jers
et Banding Tormalas: beranas of the mfiexibiliy s managten "”t““m‘;%mmn
te fun ormul use

wouldcmm However, I do belisve that Congress should expect administrative for-
mulae used by USDA to provide incentives formd:eeonmniesandthatndmin&stm—
mgr?nmwmmmghemmmnh

vania's experience ngoodenm L] venl'\ebruary pack-
sgenc?st(desp»te high prices) of $24.64 versus the national cmof&mGXlnNo-

3559 O-—84——5
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vember, 1983. Yet for the last three years, compared with othe;gm Pmn:ﬁlva-
nia has consistently u‘_received the éevemlm u:f nmr'.h“e i tive cost allow
ance per participant state.

would presumatly or

year.*As s result, states slightly underspend avoid possibility of overexpendi-
thmwmmmﬂtmmmﬁM%mdm
resources without nmlneqmtgrmtuim.ltnhoneedminnm
Federal commitments, if overexpenditure amounts of 29 or less are absorbed by the
individual state’s neat fiscal year grant and any surpluses above 29 removed from

the state's carryover. .

Thank you agsin for givingﬂn!’ennsyl';aniawm an opportunity to
s&mimideaswithyoumnceminggopowdww ion, I would be most
happy to respond to any questions you have. .

STATEMENT OF ROBERT ZIMME&AN. DIRECTOR, STATE
BUREAU OF SPECIAL FOOD PROGRAMS, PENNSYLVANIA

Mr. ZiMMERMAN. Good morning, Chairman Perkins, Congress-
man Goodling and members of the Committee on Education and
Laber’s Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational
Education.

I am 'Robert Zimmerman; r of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania Department of Hegith's Bureau of Special Food Pro-
grams for women, infants, and ghildren. I have directed that pro-
gram since Mdrch 1981 and pripr to that served the department
since December 1970 in a variety of positions, including director of
health planning, maternal and child health er and public
health educator. I would like to thank you for invitation to tes-
tify on H.R. 7 which reauthorizes several child nutrition programs.
As the director of Pennsylvania’'s WIC Program, | appreciate the
opportunity to share information on’ our efforts and concerns with
you, specifically limited to the Special Supplemental Food Program
for women, infants and children. ]

The most ilmmediate need and effective current congressional ac-
tivity regarding WIC is a supplemental appropriation for the
fourth quarter of Federal fiscal year 1984. At the first meeting of
the National WIC Coordinators meeting held last month, we. were
happy to hear that the administration recognized to update their
recent $167 million request to reflect more current food package
cost data. Because 1 have not seen any new estimates as of this
date, 1 offer the following food package cost infdrmation for consid-
eration. .

Although the $167 mijlion request appears to assume less than 2
percent rise in average food package costs between-1983 gnd 1984,
the previous 2 fiscal years actual food package costs showed an ap-
proximate annual inflation rate of 3.33 percent. This is according
to an analysis of national data maintained by the U.S. Department

-
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. dWﬁ.Wmhmntm
o not lower

: ation s ¢ then the

. example,

1984

.Decembul wadto&.mmlylmonﬁ:later

* compamdﬁothe ag hﬂw'l‘hismhacammﬁ
i million hens or approxima : ia's egg-

§z
gg
ik
2
i

Itsbouldbenotadthnt n Mpe:.mmﬁn
November 1983 was %gﬁ(ﬂl to the average
i‘;"“m m“'&m Pebruaty 1684 lovel of $24.64. '
. cen P -
o Its ttobgigveanatimal C inflation rate for food
circumstances.

poverty
T More recent data presented by the February, 1984 U.S. Bureau of -
Census’ Report Technical Paper 51, indicates that overall poverty
.rates have steadily risen since 1979, accumulating a 28-percent in-
cmbytheendoflmlmmmdéou.howem that the rate of .
poverty and families with children higher than the overall

poverty . .
Even when measuring using cash noncash |- .come,
e prmthmgh fssistame,theper
centage of thosempovert stﬁmmmr

=

19800ensusbue.'!‘hesm nationally by any
current estlmaws are clearly but a fraction of those economically
eligible. .
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If a monthly participation level of 3 million is to be maintained, I
feel that the §167 million request is in clear need of update. In an-
other area, if it is your intention to continue to sumrort the current
level of 3 million gm'cipants per month, $1.47 billion estimate by
the Congressional Budget Office appears to be a more accurate as-
sessment of costs.

Congress agrees to the rropoml to reduce participation month-

If
y &et.o an average of $2.7 million participants during 1985, which, by

way, assumes a 2-percent cut in the nonfood t, I would en-
courage that the $1 billion funding pmposS:lllso be revised'
upward to more accurately reflect current food package costs and
to allow for a 20-percent nonfood bm’

Despite the rapid and much n growth in WIC caseloads
made possible by last year's Job’s bill, there continues to be a
heavy demand for WIC in Pennsylvania as well as nationally. For
example, of the 140,000-plus 'gmﬁnm served in Pe lvania,
at least three-fourths are in top three of the six F priori-
ty categories. It has been suggested by some that WIC has added
tf::o dt;mny children versus women and infants with the job’s bill

nds. :

However, a large majority of children added in Pennsylvania
were added because of high risk medical and growth problems de-
fined in the third of the six priority categories. In addition, poten-
tially el}gible children clearly outnumber the te target pop-
ulation for women and infants. Some children added were present-
ed for enrollmem their participating pregnant women or moth-
ers of infants al y on the prozram and exclusion of their needs,
which, in most cases, were v.«+v “igh, could detract from the serv-
ices and diminish the impec’ ¢* nutrition supplementation being
provided to other family members. , '

Concerning the reauthorization and funding mechanism, the
gear-to- r reauthorization and continuously late grant awards to

tates further complicates an alre?gg difficult p to adminin-

ster. For example, in fiscal years 1981 through 1684, lvania
received grant award notices for fiscal years beginni %r

1, on January 9, January 28, January 25, and December 16. In
order to maintain the continuity of services from one fiscal to
the next, States must begin promasing contracts with local agen-
cies 3 to 6 months, at a minimum, before the coming fiscal year.
Despite this need, neither the State ncies nor the local a%ency
kriows what will be ultimately available for the year being budg-
eted until 4 months after it has begun.

In many cases, local agencies cut staff at the begmx:zxg of each
fiscal year because there is no quarantee that annuali funding
plus inflation will be available to retair them. The later the grant
award, the more disruptive and severe the up or down correction
necessary to operate within it. As a result, some agencies let staff
go prematurely. Other agencies carry them too long and so on.

is creates extremely unstable smm:gllmtwm& which unnec-
essarily affect both the quantity and quality of services. In addi-
tion, media reports of past pro s to severely cut WIC funds re-
sulted in some local agencies failing to maintain caseload for fear
of having to more drastically cut it only a few months later. No-
show rates also increase because participants thought WIC was out
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of funds or that it was necessary for them to sacrifice their benefits
on behalf of those that were more critically needy.

This disruption in the continuity and quality of services has an
important effect’on our abilities to prevent or ameliorate the prob-
lems which WIC is to address. In their January 30, 1984, report on
WIC evaluations, the GAO states that &, quote, finds some evi-
dence that suggests that participating in C for more than 6
months is associated with increases in birthweights and decreases
in proportion of low birthweight infants. In agdit.ion, Pe lva-
nia’'s WIC task force, appointed by Gov. Dick Thornburgh believes
that this continuity is vital fof infants as well. In fact, they recom-
mend that infants who were found eligible be certified through
their first year of life rather than for 6 months. They recommend
States be given this option, subject to the condition that the parent
or guardian bring the infant into the clinic for a nutritional/ medi-
cal assessment at specified intervals during the infancy period.

.. The rationale is that infants are at higher risk of malnutrition
throughout the first year and in the second 6 months have no re-
sidual protection from nutritional intake of the mother during
regnancy. Also the link between the health care provider and the
mily may otherwise be broken at 6 months and the families wifb
are at most risk for having malnourished children are those least
likely to have a firm tie to the health care system.

Clearly, WIC is ready now for a reauthorization for a multiyear
geriod stich as 4 years. Also its efficiency and efficacy would be en-

anced by a forward-funding approach which would set basic fund-
ing for a coming fiscal year, at least 6 months to 1 year in advance.

Concerning proposals to cut WIC administrative grants from
their current 20 percent level, I have the following comments.
Before you would concur with such cuts, please consider what those
funds purchase. At a minimum one-sixth of the 20 percent must
and should be devoted to nutritional education, which is a critical
service component. In fact, WIC's administrative funds provide for
nutritional/medical assessments, health care integration and refer-
rals as well as nutrition education. Also, unlike the food stamp Fro—
gram, stgte WIC agencies print their own vouchers, coupons or food
instruments and monitor their own vendors.

I support legisiative language changes which more clearly define
the nonfood grant as an operational budget which includes services
such as these. This would assist in correcting the misconception
that WIC has a 20-percent, administrative overhead. It has n
suggested that such a reduction, that'is a reduction in the adminis-
trative percent, would allow more participants to be served with
the same dollar. However, such an approach ignores the necessit
for the above services and a deterioration of their quality whicf‘;
would surely be experienced.

It would be far more effective to stop penalizing current efforts
by States to tailor their food packages so that more participants
can be served within a State's grant. A disincentive to such efforts
because of the current method of distributing administrative grants
to States.

For example, a State's administrative funding is determined by
how much food money they get rather than the number of people
that they serve with it. So States who have a low average food

119



\ | ‘ -
106 )
o

package cost per participant receive less administrative funds per
participant. Yet, I believe it would be a mistake to legislative fund-

* ing formulae because of the inflexibility and the management prob«

lems if~vould create. However, | do believe that Congress shbuld
e ~administrative -formulae used.by USDA to provide incen-
tives rather than disin.entives, for such economies and that admin-
istrative grants to States should be more proportionate to the case-
loads they serve. . , .

Pennsylvania's experience M&mple. We have a Febru-
ary 1984 food package cost, despite high prices, of $24.64 versus the
national average of $30.61 iny November. Yet for \the last 3 years,
compared with other States, Pennsylvania has consistently re-
ceived the lowest or nearly lowest administrative cost allowance

r participant of any State. Several of those States have equal or
arger caseloads and would, presumably, have better or no less

T than equal economies of scale. )

This penalty for economy and efficiency deprives Pennsylvania
and other States with lower-than-average food cost per participant
of a fair share of resources with which to provide com le qual-

ity services such as is afforded to States who serve fewer partici-
*. pants with the same food dollar.

Finally, I highly recommend legislative language allowing State
agencies to carry a 2- to 3-percent over- or under-expenditure from
one year to the next. This would allow a more complete utilization
of grant mgneys. States currently underspend by 2 or 3 percent
each year to avoid slight overexpenditures for which there are no
compensating State funds. |

Because WIC vouchers have lifecycles of at least 30 days for the
_participant’s use, it is 45 to 90 days before most States know pre-
cisely what a given participation level will actually cost them.
exact cost-of-food packages obligated at the end of a fiscal school
year is not known until the fiscal year. As a result, States slightly
underspend to safely avoid any possibility of overexpenditures

A 2- to 3-percent carryover would allow better management of
existing resou without mortigaging s subsequent grant A\
also need notmrease Federal commitments. If overexpenditure
amount of 2 percent or less are absorbed by the State’s next fiscal
year grant and any surpluses above 2 percent removed from the
State's carryover.

I want to thank you again for giving the Pennsylvapgia WIC Pro-
gram an opportunity to share its ideas oncerning posed WIC
legislation. I would be most happy to res to any questions you
may have. . ‘ o &

Chatrmuan PerxiNs. Thank you very much. We will defer the
questions until we hear from the panel. Ms. Stefan Harvey, go
ahead.

[Prepared Statement of Stefan Harvey follows:]

Preransn Srategent oF STevan Hasvey, Digkoror, Surrrisental Foop ProyecT,
CenTER ON BUbarT AND Pouicy PRIORITIRS

Good morning. I am Stefun Harvey of the Center on Bu#{et and Policy Priorities.
This morning 1 om here representing the Center and the National March of Dimes.
Since WIC's inception in 1972, the March of Dimes has been committed to the pro-
gram and has played an important reole in expanding WIC in communities across
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the &untry. For the 1i years | have done national advocacy work on WIC.
From 1973 to 1981 I di the WIC Ad Project at the Children’s Founda-
i nl%lljoinedthemﬁ'of Cenﬁervmhopecialhasinmmhmdmal

onlowincomemm 1 am joined by Robert Greenstein, the Center’s
director. As many of , Greenstein was the Administrator of USDA's
Food and Nutrition in lmm 1980. Pregently the Center works with a

mumdnaworkofWICadministhandadWandmvﬁwmalymand
asgistance on a wide range of issues affocting WIC.

THE INCEREASING NEED

I welcome the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee as you onsider the
first WIC reauthorization in & number of years. The last time this Subcommittee
mettoeomderWICauthonﬁnghgidaﬁonwmm 1978. Since then we have seen a
minmngmcmsemthen ofchhxlk;rmh in poverty.

major new Census report issued in Jate February found that in
mxmmxmmnmdmmmmasm"m Ewrty
&gdbyn% There were 1.5 million more poor children under age 8 in 1
in 1981

Even more striking, the Census data show that if alternative definitions of pover:
tymmdandnoncasbbemﬁtsmmwd.menmbwdpoorchﬂdmn-mder
age 6 jumped by as much as 649% during this three-year period.

The Census results are clear. No matter how we measure poverty, the number of

poor children under 6 has grown by extremely large in recent years. In
addition, with a continuing trend toward t ilies and with a continuing
drop since 1982 in AFDC payment levels as for inflation (as documented by
the ional Research Service), we can e relatively little improvement in
this r bleak picture in coming years te some improvement in the econo-

AddmgtothegmwmspmblemhavebeensbarpmdeHedimidmdother
health coverage for mothers and children in recent years. The Children’s Defense
Fund(CDF)hmrepoﬂedthatWOWOduldmﬁumwrkmgpmrfamﬂimlmMed-

‘caid coverage when their families were drop frommqmam:ltdthelml
budget cuts. Most of these children were be rty line. CDF also reports
thatmrme—fourthofallchﬁdmnmpovenym vennMabmﬂmmp—a
shapr increase asince the mid-1970's in the proportion of unsarved children.

!naddmm.CDFmpoﬂstm!mmlmmemmmmwmm
in the percentages of women who either failed to receive prenatal care or did not
receive care until late in pregnamcy. In many states time pregnant women
weredroppedfmmAFDCandMedxcmduntuthe of p as a
multofanotherlgelfedemlb\mtcut.dmpnwthnmbdtba care
mdadequatenummeadymmun?mmuaitomanqmt-
comes.

The increase in poverty and reductions in federal programs are matched by equal-
ly disturbing data on the health of young children. A recent study from the Public

Health Service in HHS ("Health and ntion Profile—United Statea") shows
that 10%-15% of infants of migratory workers and ce'-tam rural 5:)1'
retarded in relation to dietary deficiencies. The { one of

eight black infants is bom at a low birth wight—and that thls is associated wi

very high rates of infant mortality among black infants. As is well known, infant
mortality rates for the U.S. as a whole remain above those ofnearly every other
western industrialized country in the world.

Recent studies in Massachusetts and Chicago shed additional light on this unfor
tunate situation. The Masachusetts Department of Public Health issued a major sci-
entific study in November rn the nutritional status of poor children in that state.
The study found that between 10,000 and 17,600 poor children in Massachusetts are
stunted, due largely to chronic malnutrition, and that nearly one in every five chil-
dren surveyed was either stunted, wasted (sbnormally u veight) or anemic. The
smdyalsgmporwdmatmn{_mchﬁdmmneedof C were left out of the
program due to the s fu limitations

In Chicago, a stuJy at Cook County Hoepital found last year that 30% of all chil-
dren under age { coming to the Pediatric Outpatient Clinic had sbnormally low
growth, and that in half of those “low growth” cases, the children suffered from in-
adequate nutrition. Cook County Hospit ! also reported a 24% increase {from 1981 to
1983 in admissions of young children fo: “failure to thrive” and other nutrition-re-
lated conditions.,
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THE NERD POR WIC

These deeply disturbing data underscore our need for a strengthened WIC pro-
gram. In a recent report on WIC, the General Accounting Office stated:
“We estunste that WIC decreases the ion of low birthweights for in-
fants born to women eligible for WIC by 16 to 20 percent. WIC's effect on mean
bin.hweighualmme X ﬁobepmiﬂve...';\vlcmhennppeartoemrbnee

greater
This is of ! mmmwmmdmm-
cipal causes of infant mortality in the U.S. today. The GAO also reported:
“We conclude tentati that teenage women and biack women who partici-
. pateinzIChavem outcomes than comparable women who do not
participate in A
“Participating in WIC mitigate some of the cffect of & mother’s smoking,
harmful to t birth W ' .
“The a ovaluative evidence is modest and preliminary but suggests
that partici inWlCimmtheintahdm:g, in, and some
other nutrients pregnant women, enhances the iron
¢ * creases their weight gein.”
_ Of special importance are that WIC appears to have even more dramatic

pregnancy outcomes
six months prior to delivery. The 16%— reduction in low weights cited by
GAOmcludes&eimpaddWEmnﬂpmntwumwr&iwﬂﬁ' in the
gram, includi mmfw{gnmthwtm to delivery. In a
recent major WIC by Health i
the incid>nce of low birth t was reduced more than 509 among babies born to
mothers who ‘participated in for more than six months prior to delivery. This
extreordinary finding is all the more significant since Dr. David Rush, the principal
investigator of the WIC evaluation curreatly , has said that the
Missouri study is the soundest WIC evaluation yet conducted. suggests that we
should be providing more resources in the WIC program in order to enroll more ex-
pectant mothers early in their pregnancies.
Theee findings are important not only in relation to low birth weight, but also in
relstionship to infant mortality. The link between low birth weight and infant mor-
tality is well established in the medical literature and is beyond dispute. It is ex-
tremely likely, therefore, that by having a major impact on reducing low birth-
;e@gumcdmhmadhectimpctmredudminfantmﬁtyandmﬁngchﬁ
ren's lives. :
I would add that these issues are now bei studiedbyUSDAaspartofacompr%’
hensive evaluation of the WIC program. ild I cannot discuss specific results
the USDA evaluation which will be completed this July, I can tell you, 28 a member
of the advi committeemthisnaluﬁm,thatlupedthisw'mm
an additional body of evidence that provides strong support for s positive im-

pacts.

A final note on this score is that I trust the Subcommittee the very
high standards against which we measure the WIC program. The ational School
Lunch Program—surely one of our nation’s outstanding programs—is evaluated for
its success in enchancing children’s diets and improving their nutrient intakes. In
the WIC program, di improvement is only one of many standards against
which WIC is measured. uations on WIC.gn_well beyond-this standard and ex-
amine impacts on such life-and-death matters as birth weight. I know of no
other nutritional or socisl program which is held up to such a rigorous set of stand-
ar is—and of no other program that sucoeeds so well.

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? THE NEED FOR ADEQUATE FUNDING

The evidence points us in several directions when we consider the future of the
W!C‘J)rogram‘ e first key direction is the need for adequate fun .. .

Taday, the WIC program serves 3.0 million women, infants, and children. Yet in
1982 (the latest r lor which:-Census data are available), over 10 million women,
infants, and children under five had incomes below the WIC income limits, While
there 1s no national data on precisely how many of these persons met the WIC nu-
tritional risk criteria, WIC program experience shows that most of those who meet.
ihe income test also meet the nutritional rist test. This is because the WIC program
i5, as mandated by Congress, preventive as well as remedial.

In short, only about one-third of thase who are eligible for the program are par-
ticipating in it. Moreover, in some & the country, no WIC program exists at
all A nationwide survey of ail states w 1 conducted over the past month found

113



109 .

thatnp;;:mmatelyﬂ)ﬂmhesstﬂlhavemwmmmmatall In most areas
that do have a program, only a fraction of the need can be met, and lengthy waiting
lists are all too common. the WIC has , of

tmhmory program steadily expanded to meet more
the From its i in 1874 to the present day, the program ha®grown at
an annual rate of 300,000 participants per L If

reauthorization

neadyhalfofﬂmembyﬂlm , reaching just of those in need

d fourymshouldmbelsoaloutolmch a nation such as
lthe(hnmimaesmenﬁmmthefmthItU@A'amNaﬁonnl
MMM&!MMMWMNuM%M
ey llnlMMthmhexpandedtom of those eligi-
e
To date, one bill has beca introduced in the House that provides for growth in
WIC, but the growth mvolved is quite amall. H.R. 4661, intrﬂdueed by Rep. Si!w-
Conte (R—Mml,the Republican on the House A Committee,
would raise the WIC tion cetling to $1.5 billion in lQSBandSl.ﬁSbn'-
hoanYl%G.Ttusmovesmthe tdlmuion,butthe$l.5billionlmlmpoaed
for 1985 would provide for growth of only 2% next year. Only 60,000 newgcr:nm
wouldenterthe leﬁS,orabout%ofthehmoncrateof . use
of the strong more WIC services, | hope we are able to have somewhat
momexpanswnthanﬂns.

FUNDING STRUCTURE: THE POSSIBILITY OF A MODIFIED ENTITLEMENT APFROACH

In addition to the need for adequate authorizatinn ceilings, I believe Congmss
should address the fundamental process by which WIC appropriations are provided

This year, funds were appmprmted for WIC for only part of the year, th
July 10. The supp tal appropria rmuested by the Administration is so in-
sufficient that 1 million women, mfants. and children would have to be thrown off
the program in July, August, and September. Last week, when members of the
Senate Appropriations, Committee raised the possibility of adding to the African
relxet' supplemental thé amount needed to maintain the current WIC cassload

ptember 30, the Administration said it would veto the bill if this oc- .
. While | believe will eventually provide sufficient funds for the rest -

of the year, we are now heading toward a possible WIC funding crisis. Without as-
surance of adequate fundom for the period July ll-Sepsember , some slates may
be forced to reduce casel or cut individuals’ benefits in the next few months in
order to avoid possible overexpenditures. All of this is unnecessary and should not
have to occur.

If 1 am concerned about what will happen to WIC appmpnauons in coming
months, | am alarmed at what could happen next year. If the appropriatigns com-
mittees continue to fund WIC on a part-year basis, then 1 fear that once we get past
the election. OMB will issue “deferrals” to spread WIC funds intended for part of
the fiscal year over all twelve months of, the year. This would cuuse massive pro-
gram cutbacks, with hundreds of thousands of women, infanws, and children bemg
removed from the piogram. Even if WIC funds are appropriated on a full year basis,
OMB could still defer significant amounts of money uatil the final weeks of the
fiscal {" ar, when it would be too late for the fundr to be spent.

In the past, there was not a great resson to fear deferrals because a deferral was
rejected as soon as either House of Congress voted against it. Now. however, as a
result of the Supreme Court decision banning th. one-House veto, Congress is help-
less to stop deferrals. If OMB defers WIC funds next year, Congress and the WIC
community will be forced to stand by and watch while motheys and children at nu-
tritional risk have their WIC benefits cut off.

The only sure way around this problem is to provide WIC with entitlement status,
as ail other major child nutrition programs have. Yet if WIC were made an open-
ended entitlement like schoul lunch or other food assistance programs, there would
likely he a very rapid increase in costs beyond what Congress would find acceptable,
us well as 4 major strain placed on state and local WIC agencies to meet the sudden
leap in demand. Therefore, this approach does not seem to be the answer.

Another alternative —which would avoid the specter of deferrals while also pre-
venting un open- -ended explosion in rlrogmm costs—is to convert WIC to a "csr
entitlement  Under this approach. there is an entitlement—but only up to the level
authorized So long as there is sufficient need, the amount authorized must be ap-
propriated and cannot be deferred or rescinded. But amounts in excess of the cap
would not be provided

'114 ,



il s

8 wmmm 23 mmmm 3 -u.mm. mmnﬂ. m
| e Mmmw M mwm i mmmmwmw
(I L DT IR RH IS it} iy
il Bl fl Mmmmmmmw :
q el et Inhy hilffet
MM m mm“ m%wwmﬁmmmm il m% mwwmw wm W
N».m.w maanmw £ ghi dmm?m..mmmmmm
i B U S H L o
it sl g L | -
Tis Mn.mzhm&mh T L i R
A (AT T A BRI E H
wmm mmwmmmmmwmmmmmm wm i m%mmwmw i
. 3 .md.u . mu:m m.. ..mmw. nmfm.mm..mmww.m.wm.m.m
1Y mmmmm ikl mmmmxmmmmmm athing

N
Lo
N



-
L

111

STATEMENT OF STEFAN HARVEY, DIRECTOR, SUPPLEMENTAL
FOODS PROJECTS, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT GREENSTEIN,
- DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES

‘- Ms. Harvey. Good morning. | am Stefan Harvey of the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities. This morning I am here representing
the Center and the National March of Dimes. Since the initial WIC
legislation passed in 1972, the March of Dimes has been committed
to the program and has played an important role in expanding
WIC to communities across the country. )

For the past 11 years | have done national advocacy work on
WIC. From 1973 to 1981, I directed the WIC advocacy iject with
the Children’s Foundation. In 1981 I joined the staff of the center,
which specializes in research and ysis on low-income programs.
Today I am joined by Robert Greenstein, the center’s director. As
many of you know, Mr. Greenstein was the Administrator of
USDA's Food and Nutrition Service in 1979 and 1980. Presently
the center works with a national network of WIC administrators
and advocates and provides analysis and assistance on a wide
range of issues affecting WIC. , '

I welcome the opportunity to appear before today as T{‘ou consider
the first WIC reauthorization in a number of years. The last time
this subcommittee met to consider WIC authorizing legislation was
in 1978. Since then we have seen a staggering increase in the
number of children living in poverty. A major new census report
issued late last month found that in just 3 from 1979 to 1982,
the number of children below the age of 6 who live in poverty
jumped by 41 percent. There were 1% million more poor children
under age 6 in 1982 than in 1981.

Even more striking the census data that if alternative
definitions of poverty are used and noncash benefits are counted,
the number of poor children under 6 jumped by as much as 61 per-
cent during this same 3-year period.

The census results are clear. No matter how we measure Yoverty,
the number of poor children under 6 has grown by extremely large
proportions in the recent years. In addition, with the continuin%
trend toward one-parent families and a continuing drop since 1982 .
in AFDC payment levels, as adjusted for inflation, as documented
by the Congressional Research Service, we can expect relatively
little improvement in this rather bleak picture in the coming years
despite some improvement in the economy. ,

Adding to the growing problem have been sharp reductions in
medicaid and other health coverage for mothers and children. The
Children’s Defense Fund has reported that 700,000 children from
working poor families lost medicaid coverage when their families
were dropped from AFDC as a result of the 1981 budget cuts. Most
of these children were below the rty line.

The Children’s Defense Fund also reports that over one-fourth of
all children living in poverty have no medicaid coverage—a sharp
increase since the 1970's in the proportion of unserved children. In
addition, CDF reports that from 1978 to 1982, there were increases
in 26 States in the percentages of women who either failed to re-
ceive prenatal care or did not receive such care until late in preg-
nancy.
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In many States, first-time p women were dropped from
AFDC and medicaid until the trim ester:famnan as a
result of another budget cut. These cuts were e ite the

proven fact that health care an adequate nutrition early in preg-
nancy are critical to successful pregnancy outcomes.

The increase in poverty and reductions in Federal programs are
matched by equally dist data on the health of chil-
dren. A recent study from 's Public Health Service Health and

Mnﬁon Profile: The United States shows that 10 to 15 percent
of infants*of migratory workers and certain rural poor are growthr
retarded in relation to diet deficiencies. The report also shows that -

_one of every eight black infants is born at low birthweight and that
this is associated with very high rates of infant.mortality among
black infants. As is well-known, infant mortality rates for our
country as a whole remain above thoge of nearly every other West-
ern industrialized country in the world. - .

Recent studies in Massachusetts and Chicago shed additional
light on this unfortunate situation. The Massachusetts Department
of Public Health issued a major scientific study last November of
the nutritional status of poor children in their State. The study
found that between 10,000 and 17,500 poor children in Massachu-
setts are stunted due to chronic malnutrition and that
nearly one in every five chi surveyed was either stunted, ab-
normally underweight or anemic.

The study also reported that many poor children eligible for WIC
were left out of the dpwgrmn due to funding limitations.

In Chi , 8 stu ymnductedlmtyearattheCookCountwa
pital fi that&ﬂpercentofallchﬁrenunderage2con;i$to
the Pediatric Qutpatient Clinic had abnormally low growth in
half of those low growth cases, the children suffered from inad-
equate nutrition. Cook County Hospital also reported a 24-percent
increase from 1981 to 1983 in admissions of young children for fail-
ure to thrive ard other nutrition-related conditions. -

These deeply disturbing data underscore our need for a strength-
ened WIC Program. In a recent report on WIC, the General Ac-
counting Office stated, and I quote, “We estimate that WIC de-
creases the proportion of low birthweights for infants born to
women eligible for WIC by 16 to 20 percent. WIC's effect on mean
birthweights also appears to be positive. WIC mothers appear to ex-
perience greater benefits the longer they participate.”

This finding is of particular signiﬁcance since low birthweight is
one of the principal causes of infant mortality in our country. The
GAQ also reported: '

We conclude tentatively that teenage women and black women who participate in
WIC have better birth outcomes than cmn;nmﬂe women who do not participate.
Participating in WIC may mitigate some of the effect of a mother's smoking. The
available evaluative evidence is modest and preliminary but suggests that partici-
pating in WIC improves the intake of energy, bfmtam. and somie other nutrients for
pregnant women, enhances the iron in their blood and increases their weight gain.

Of special importance are findings that WIC appears to have
even more dramatic effects on pregnancy outcomes when women
participate for more than 6 months prior to delivery. The 16- to 20-
percent reduction, as cited by the General Accounting Office, in-
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cludes the impact of WIC on all pregnant women, including those
who may have participated for a month or two prior to delivery.

In a recent major WIC study conducted by the Missouri Health
Department, which Dick Blount may comment on this morning,
the increase of low birthweight was reduced by more than 50 per-
cent among babies born to mothers who participated in WIC for
more than 6 months prior to delivery. This extraordinary finding is
all the more significant since Dr. David Rush of Col ia Univer-
sity, whe is the principal investigator of the current USDA stud
underway, has said that the Missouri study is the soundest WI
evaluation yet conducted.

This suggests that we should be providing more resources in the
WIC Program in order to enroll more expectant mothers earlier in
their pregnancies. These findings are important not only in rela-
tion to low birthweight, buf also in refation to infant mortality.
Theriink between low birthweight and infant mortality is well es-
tablished in the medical literature and is beyond dispute. -

It is.extremely likely, therefore, that by ‘having a major impact
on reducing low birthweight, WIC also has a direct impact on re-
ducing infant mortality and saving children’s lives.

I would add that these issues are now being: studied by USDA as

of a comprehensive evaluation, the one conducted by Dr.

ush. While I cannot discuss specific results uf the USDA evalua-

tion which will be completed this July, I can tell you that as an

advisory panel member to this evaluation, I expect study will

produce an additional body of evidence that provides strong sup-
port for WIC’s positive impacts.

Orre final note on this score. I trust the subcommittee recognizes
the ve%:igh standards against which we measure the WIC Pro-
grar. National School Lunch Program, which we heard about
this morning and everybody agrees is one of the Nation’s outstand-
ing programs, is evalua&edy for its success in enhancing children’s
diets and improving their nutrient intakes.

In the WIC Program, &8 many of you may know, dietary im-
provement is only one of the many standards against which WIC is
measured. Evaluations on WIC go beyond this standard and exam-
ine impacts on such life and death measures as low birthweight. 1
know of no other nutritional or social program which is held up to
such a rigorous set ¢t standards and of no other program that suc-
ceeds so well.

The evidence 1 have discussed points us in several directions
when we consider the future of the %C Program.

The first key direction is the need for adequate funding. Today,
as Bob Zimmerman has pointed out, WIC serves roughly 3 million
wqmen, infants, and children. Yet, in 1982, the latest year for
which census data are available, over 10 million women, infants,
and children under 5 had incomes below the poverty guidelines for
the WIC Program. While there is currently no national data on
precisely how mang of these persons meet the WIC nutritional risk
criteria, the WIC Program experience to date shows that most of
those people who meet the income guideiined aiso meet the nutri-
tional risk guidelines. This is because the WIC Program, as man-
dated by Congress, preventive as well as remedial.
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In short, only about a third of those who are eligible for the pro-
gram are currently participating. Moreover, in some of the
country, no WIC exists at all. I recently conducted a na-
tionwide survey of all counties in the country and found that ap-
proximately 200 currently have no WIC Program at all.

In those areas that do have
can be met and length{ waiting lists are ali too common. Through-
out its history, the WIC Program has steadily expanded to meet
more of the need. From its inception in 1974 to the t day, the
program has grown at an annual average of 300, per year. If

. - this moderate rate of growth is maintained over a 4-year reauthor-

ization period, then the p would serv¥ nearly half of those
eligible by fiscal 1988. Surely, reaching just half of those in need
after the erid of 4 years, should not be a goal out o. reach for a
Nation such as ours. I would call to the committee’s attention the
fact that USDA’'s own National Advisory Council on Maternal,
Infant and Fetal Nutrition officially recommended to Co in
1982 that the WIC Program be expanded to reach half of tﬁg eligi-
ble population by fiscal 1985. )

To date, one bill has been introduced in the House that provides
for growth in WIC, but the growth involved is quite small. HR.
4661, introduced by Congressman Conte, ranking Republican on
-the House Appropriations Committee, would raise the WIC author-
ization ceiling to $1.5 billion in fiscal 1985 and to $1.6 billion in
fiscal 1986. This moves in the right direction, but the $1.56 billion
proposed for fiscal 1985 would provide for a growth of only about 2
percent next year. Only 60, new women, infants, and children
would be able to enter the program in 1985 or about one-fifth of
the historic rate of .

Because of the strong need for more WIC services, I hope we are
able to be somewhat more expansive than this. In addition to the
need for adequate authorization ceilinm believe Congress should
address the fundamental process by which WIC appropriations are
Fmvided. This year, as you may remember, finds are appropriated

or only part of the year through July 10. The supplemental appro-
priation requested by the administration is so insufficient that 1
million women, infants, and children would have to be thrown off
the ';l)):ogram in July, August, and September. Last week when
members of the Senate Appropriations Committee raised the possi-
bility of adding to the E’ican relief supplemental, the amount

“ needed to maintain the current WIC caseload through the end of

the fiscz! year, the administration said it would veto the bill if this
occurred.

While 1 believe that Congress will eventually provide sufficient
funds for the rest of the year, we are now heading toward a possi-
ble WIC funding crisis. Without assurance of adequate funding for
the period July 11 through September 30, some States may be
forced to reduce caseloads or cut individuals benefits in the next
few months in order to avoid possible overexpenditures. All of this
is unnecessary and should not have to occur.

If T am concerned about what will happen to WIC appropriations
in the coming months, I am alarmed at what could happen next
year. If the appropriations ccmmittees continue to fund WIC on a

. part-year basis, then | fear once we get past the election, OMB will

Y19
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issue deferrals to spread WIC funds intended for part of the fiscal
year over all 12 months of the year, This would cause massive pro-
gram cutbacks with dreds of thousands of women and ng
children being re from the . Even if WIC are
appropriated on a full- basis, could still defer significant
amounts of money until the final weeks of the fiscal year when it
would be too late, for those funds to be spent.

In the past, there was not a great reason to fear deferrals be-
cause a deferral was rem soon as either House of
voted against it. Now, , as a result of the Supreme Court
decision banning the one-House veto, Congress is helpless to stop
deferrals. If OMB defers WIC funds next year, Congress and the
WIC community will be forced to stand by and watch while moth-
ers and children at nutritional risk have their WIC benefits cut off.

The only sure way around this problem is to provide WIC with
entitlement status as all other major child nutrition hir:grams
have. Yet, if WIC were made an open ended entitlemerit like school
lunch or other food assistance there would likely be a
very rapid increase in cost be what Congress would ac-
ceptable as well as place a major strain on State and local health
agencies. Therefoke, this a h does not seem to be the answer.
Another alternative which would avoid the s of deferrals,
while also ngenting an open ended explosion in program costs, is
to convert 'WIC to a capped entitlement. Under this approach,
there is an entitiement, but only up to the level authori y Con-
gress. So long as there is sufficient need, the amount authorized
must be appropriated and cannot be deferred or rescinded, but
amounts i .&cessofthemwuldnotbe rovided. This is a tried
and teste «;:roach. Itis approach unger which the WIC Pro-
¢, -am opet in fiscal 1979 and 1980, as you may remember. It is
180 the ap,. _is under which the social services block grant oper-
ates today. i™e capped entitlement structure used in the social
services block grant was written into the ciliation Act of 1981
by the Senate Finance Committee.

Under this approach, Congress would still have firm control over
funding levels and this control would be exercised when Congress
set authorization ceilings. In addition, this approach would resuit
in substantial improvements in administration since States would
know WIC funding levels well in advance and wouid be able to
glan far more efficiently than they can presently. Mr. Zimmerman

as already outlined some of the difficulties about the uncertainty
of funding year to year. &

Another issue that I would like to address very very briefly don-
cerns the yearend funding practices. As Mr. Zimmerman has point-
ed out, the WIC Directors Association, and 1 believe Mr. Blount
will comment on it further, has a recommendation which would-
allow States to spend a small percentage of their next year's
budget, if, in fact, that proved necessary. I would simply like to say
that we strongly support the proposal of the WIC Directors Asso-
ciation by allowing iémtes to spend up to 3 percent of their grant
for the following year. )

Under this approach, any amount actually speit in excess of 100
percent of the State’s food grant would then be subtracted from a
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State’s grant for the following fiscal year. This would ensure that
no additional Federal funds resuited from this provision.

. Under many education programs in this committee’s jurisdiction,
fundingismadeavaﬂablebothforthelast3monthsofaﬁscal
year and the entire 12 months of the next fiscal year. Simply allow-
ing a very smalil percen of a State’s WIC grant to be e ively
borrowed ‘from the fol year’s appropriation is an estremely
modest step by comparison and it is y needed.

Finally, 1 would like to note our opposition to the administra-
tion's rpmﬂosal to reduce 20 percent to 18 percent the share of
nds devoted to nutrition education, nutrition assessments,

and general administration. State and local agencies tell us daily
that t.hedy currently have insufficient funds to carry out that part of
the WI P%ram If the administration’s proposal is accepted, the

&ruality of WIC services will inevitably deteriorate to some .

» We fear that less work will be done to locate persons at hi
risk and that participants currently in the p may be forced
to wait additional days or weeks to be The quality of nu-

trition education sessions and mate is also likely to diminish. .

We are in strong agreement with the National ‘W1 Directors

sociation that such a provision would be extremely unwise and “

Thank you very much.

Mr. KiLpee. Thank you very much, Ms. Harvey.

Our next witness is Mr. Richard Blount, director of the Missouri
State WIC Program and president of the National Association of
WIC Directors.

{Prepared statement of Richard Blount follows:}

PREPARED STATEMENT OF Rmulsan BLount, DirecTos, Missour: STATE WIC Procram
AND PresioeNT, NATIONAL ASSociaTioN o WIC DiRscTuRs
4
NaTioNAL ASSOCIATION oF WIC Direcrogs

A STATEMENT OF CONCERNS

The National Association of WIC Directors re resents the state cy WIC direc-
tors of all the fifty states plus 31 Indian tribal organi.mtiom,‘amﬂo Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, and the District of Columbia. It was first conceived in 1979 as
a national forum of dedicated m managers and other interested persons to uct
collectively on behalf of the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, In-
fants and Chiidren (WIC). It was officially organized by the adoption of its bylaws in
Novelr;’%)fr 1983 anrd the election of officers at its first national conference, February
b-4, .

The functions of the Association include, but are not limited by the following spe-
cific functions:

A. To act as a revource for governmental bodies and individual legi lators re-
garding issues particular to the heatlh and nutrition of women, infants and
children and to act ss an advocate for WIC clients.

B. To provide good management practices to assist WIC Program Directors at
the State and loca! levels.

€. To provide s national resource network through which selected ideas, ma-
terianls, and procedures can be communicated to persons working in the WI('
community.

The Asmiociation recognizes that, this the 10th anniversary year of the WIC Pro-

ram, is one of its most critical vears. Its legislative authorization expires Septem-

r 30, 1984 Though federal funding of the Program has been re!ative;y generous in
th;: past, it must continually seek ndequate funding even in years of high federsl
deficits.

As we celebrate its 10th anniversar , we commend the great accomplishments it
has effectively attained since its estahlishment by a wise and concerned Congress
faced with the probable effects of malnutrition in the lives of women, infants and

children in our country.
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the U.S.Gemnl Amdng-ﬂh’n (GAO) mosat recent repoﬂon WIC-

lmmwmm“MWM“m
EMMdthe AW!hSGAOﬁndmm

W estimate that WIC for
mﬁ:hmwmmquICWI to 20 ﬁc

mwmuah
exgﬂence amm

o concluds tentatively MWmMMmmm
mmmmmmw cumparabls women who do

not participate in WIC.
thm(}m soms of the effect of a mxber's smok-
i y harmful to birthweights.
available evaluative evidenoe jo-modest and preliminary butms;am

that i in WIC improves the intake of energy, protein,
other n ts for t women, enhances hvnlnme!rbqu.md
increases their gain.

MWMNWMMMMQNMM
mmwmmmmmdmmmﬁmm

The Missouri WIC evaluation MMMGAOmwumdthem
mwmmimwmenl documented that: “For both nonwhite and
whi&emﬁdpan%m low birthweight rates were less than: one-haif of the rates for

" That is & ﬁmﬂw
infant mortality is the*12th cause of Yeath inr our country and

t infant is 20 times more -ta die theh & normal one.

t the GAO mldbameonduhem mﬂlyindhﬁveof
deficiencies within the Program. The “lack of conclusive evidence” was more s prob-
mdmemammmmnnmnmwumw
cal imperfections (difficulty of establishing a control group). GAO, ‘itself, refers
to these problems in underscoring “the need to design dnd

has megns
itself to the basic concerns of tive authorization and funding as the
'h_ilt;mnddeademthehmhhmdnuMMmhdm té
and children.
Herein is our statement of concern. A

Lemslaave ulhavmlm

t a i to September 80, 1984.
The Npuonal tion of WIC Directors (NAWD) believes that the
Special Su ntal Food Program for Women, Infants and (WIC) should

be granted permanent authorization. 'l‘helo@cfwmwhhediefishﬁedonammd
manmmntpnnc:plesandtheneed administrative continuity. It is most db—
ruptweforanypmsmmtoha to deal

nsva:dforasuxmmdxperiod tbetimescmeofthechansumﬁﬂbhnpb

mentedmtheﬁrst themhacbudm
certifications mad« the last of & gne mr a

effect produces at the oca ncy level a

rogram. stubxhty For y the first time itshen

y has a method of fu mgandafmrlywellmﬁned %ﬁmm
assure some continuit medw kummnge

the Association, confi toftheeﬁecﬁm proven national acceptance of the

Program, recommends pcrmanent authorization. 'V

2 There should be no targeting m the revised proposed
Federal regulations issued July 8, 1 6.7 (dX4) Alternative C)-'
There are those who suggest that WIC

target program
“those most-in-need”’. The most-in-need” geumlly connotes “those wha are ndent.i-
fied as exhibiting some type of medical, anthropometric, or hematalogical risk."”

This argument compromisgg the entire preventive nl!ure of WIC. It argues that

“Revision attached as addendum to this paper. .
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’ medical
esmm.&ﬁhshwmchmmmmmmam
mnkim&umnhwhm@mlmmm&mdmm non-WIC
. These medical savings more

managers and staff to retrench mmm.m,mm

restrictions will reduce the effectiveness of the WIC in serving needy
women, infants and children agd may ultimately Jead to medical costs.
Therefore. the National Association of WIC lgumm recommends that the mini-

mumfundingfordirectwervicesandopetaﬂmalmbemlemthan%pe;eentof
the total grant. The -Association believes that even & h§hﬂ!‘ percentage is justified
but it leaves that decision to the wisdom and good will those who are empowered
to decide.+ )

5. There should be no establishment of & limitation on “State Agencies” based
golely on minimum participation

Those currently supporting 8 minimum size requirement for state agencies use
"hi?h'-levels of administrative cost’’ as the nt against small state ageneies. In
reality, the only state agencies likely to be -affected by such s requirement would be
those operating programs for Native Americans. If actual dollar amounts were re-
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vigwed rather than percen it would reveal that the number of dollars are rela-
tively small. For example, if we look at the Miccosouk State Agency, we vbserve a
direct services and operational costs/food ratio of 46.33 percent. But dollars reflect

* $34,309 for food and $15,181 for direct services and costs. We feel that

limiting state agencies to minimum sires would onl services to Native Amer-
icans. 8j NativeAmeﬁmnshaveuniquenuM&mlmedsmdpmblemwedo
not feel services to this ion should be sacrificed for the sake of minimal
affect (in real dollar amounts) upon direct services and operational monies.

6. Administrative type rules such as “processing standards” and “public hearings”
should be provided for in Federal regulations rather than tion.

As state directors, we greatly appreciate the concern of vocacy groups that deek

mansgement by writing .
sumdainto legislation. We are equally concerned about possible rapid and
ramatic deregulation which could erode the quality of the As program
msnagers.weseetheqnesﬁmtobehowmmaintainqmﬁtnmtmlinmeh
fmm' without over controlling the Program so that it cannot be managed efficient-
y -

We are committed to ensuring effective, efficient benefits to pamd}ntmg clients
in a most timely manner; however, we are troubled by what are sometimes unrealis-
mpmhummmmmyhsmalhrmwl{iwcﬁmmmmwdpﬁmﬁ-
l_asaﬁonvmiencetotheclienubyp:widingservicasincloaeprmimitytowhere
clrenta live. ’

We are in favor of ic input into state hmverhmhas ven that
legislated ic are not effective. ipation at ngs OK:;I involve
less than persons, with some hearings attracting no one

It is the opinion of the National Amiaﬁwndlwmmmtmdmtthmadminis—
trative policies can better be addressed through Federal lations which can
more eflectively provide proper guidelines with ter flexibility. State cy di-
rectors are committed to the established goals of the Program an believe that with
n;ore i;exibility they can pursuc the attainment of the goals in a creative, responsi-
ble manner.

Legislative funding

7. The full commitment of 300 million FY 1984 supplemental funding should be
honored, with funds provided far enough before July 10, 1984, to avoid program dis-

ruption.

g: avert a severe crigis in the summer involving the ible dropping of approxi-
mately 1,000,000 participating clients during July, A and September, the com-
mitment of $300 million supplemental funding must appropriated far enough
before July 10, 1984 to avoid diaruption. The need is so obvious, WIC direc-
tors cannot rationslly conceive that anything less than the full commitment of Con-
gress will be provided. We commend clear, definitive statement of the Congres-
sional intention as expressed in passing the Continuing Resolution.’

8 The FY 1985 appropriations should be sufficient to allow a 10-15 percent in-
crease in WIC caseloads.

The National Association of WIC Directors applauds the past support which has
been provided for the WIC Pr . We believe the Program has proven the merit
of such wisdom. As we look to the future and the beginning of the gmgram's second
decade, we believe that its future funding must be related to both need and cost-
effectiveness.

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has stated that $1.471 billion will be
needed to maintain current WIC caseload levels throughout FY 1985 Obviously, the
FY 1985 appropriations should be no less than tha‘txprojected by the CBQO.

However, we are sensitive to the great number of persons in need of the Program
benefits and who are potentially eligible for Program participation which we cannot
serve due to limited funding. We are equally aware of the necessary tension be-
tween program expansion and budget deficits. There is no easy course. Hard deci-
sions must be made

As state agency directors, we feel we would be irresponsibie if we failed to empha-
size the great need to expansion of the Program during the next few years in &n
orderly, reasonable manner. [We recommend expanding the annual program author-
1zation level by an amount equal to the determined inflationary increase plus 10-15
percent real growth per year | The real growth increase would complement the De-
partment’s present fund:ng formula to establish equity based on need among the
states and would permit limited growth in the stabil state agencies.

; This proposal is made in good faith that it will be a positive factor in vontrolling
uture deficits
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w?ﬂwmmdmw:wamwﬂm&mhdMNmﬁmb}:t
docreases proportion birth-weighte infants born to women -
hbforWleyle:z’perm”TheM cited by GAO documonted that
“For both nonwhite white participants, the rates were leas than
one-half of the rates for comparshie non-WIC mothers.” Further evidence of WIC's
mwmqugmmmmwmmmmwm
cited within the report.
It is true that the report stated there was no conclusive evidence an tho offocts of
the Program though it did clearly atate that “the informastion Indicates the likeli-
bood that WIC has modestly positive effects in some aress” That the GAO report
could not be more conclugive was not indicative of deficiencies within
the Program limiting its intended effoctivencss. “lack of conclusive evidence”
mmm&%ﬂmm difficulty in )
as %a
“control "LNGAOWNMMhan% to
deaign better studics.” It must bo remesmbered that it was the stud-
ies cited by GAO for their quality and credibility that documented the positive out-
comes wh&hm _
Thus, as directors, we that Program benefits
potive effact on reducing atre dofiite. We weloors the opportanity to bb & part
positive effect on reducing : We weloome the opportunity to be a part-
m;inA?tgwhm b ol exceeding 8
, Bot percent,
Mummmmmfmwmmmmam
h%mhmwmubMMHmﬁh: to uti-
i percent without during 30-60 days
dMmemmWhmmh overspending.
For a State to thhhm vices to those who need
Likewise, to total funding because of imprecise con-
over variables could be interpreted that Program funds are or greater
than need; and, could cause unwarranted reductions in future Therefore,
the N, Associstion of WIC Directors recommends that the State sgencies be

|
|
|
|
|

m&mmmsmm .
10. ial Supplemental Food Prograun for Women, Infonts and Children
w continue as a categorical program rether than being folded into a
The National Association of WIC Directors has testified twice before Congression-
al Committees agninst consolidation of WIC and the MCH Bleck Grant (the

|

on Nutrition, February 22, 1882 apd the House Sauboommittee on Ele-
men ,%MV Bducation, March 17, 1582). The points raised
in the WMMMMMMMWGM
firmly on our belief that s continued support has been a8 resuilt of ite ability to
be identified as a service and to account for its effectiveness upon the nutri-
tional women, infants and children. To thooe of us convinced that WIC
will continue to prove its impact upon the health of our nation’s children, such iden-

ability of Federal funds in order to provide mazimum benefits to those women, in-
fants and children who are at nutritior risk in cur country.
AppENDUM

Department of Agriculture
Food and Nutrition Service

7 CFR Part 246
Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children
Proposed Rules, July 8, 1883

125

o



121 .
mfoWﬁammmwwmwmumdwm
Par. 246 7(dX4) Alternative C—

The following

NaTtionaL Associarron v WIC Dimzcross

" A STATEMENT OF CONCERNS—SUMMARY OF REQOMMENDATIONS, MARCH 9, 1884
Lesinlati Aorizati
1. The Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Childrea
[W%lfw MMW September 30, 1984,

no targeting of beyond the revised proposed
rwmama,xdwm 4) alternative C).
8. lnm should be defined uvicasmdopemﬁmul
mmmmhwmmmmmmquem

1
]
§

4
'lu;tblnm of the total

. There be no daﬂmihﬁmd’&stemndesbsed

paﬁmhvah
type-rules “procesaing standards” and * bhcbearinp
Mheww&dhh?edaﬂre:daﬂmmﬂmthanlwﬂaﬁagn

Legiglative funding

7. The full commitmsert of 3300 million FY 19884 su %sbouldbe
honored, with the funds provided far enough before July 10, 1984

8. FY 1980 appropriation should be sufficient to allow 1091545 inmcresee in
therCMoad.

Authorization for end-of-year flaxibility, not peim
mmuf begranhedtopemmthem andndlhntion

u

10. Supplemental Food Program ﬁn'Women. Infants tind Children
[WIC] continue as a categorical program rather than folded into a block
grant.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD BLOUNT, DIRECTOR, MISSOURI STATE

WIC PROGRAM, PRESIDENT, NAT!ONAL ASSOC!AT!ON OF WIC

DIRECTORS

Mr. BLount. Mr. Chairman, Representatives, my name is Dick
Blount. I speak to you as president of the National Association of

WIC Directors. I have been the State director of the Missouri WIC .

Program since 1976.
I have pleasant ofmyﬁrstmanmbefomyour
committee in March 1881. You were hoepi undsrstan and

supportxveandlmsiderita vﬁegvtobehereagmn
discuss with you the National ofWIClhrectonstatb-
ment of concerns regarding the Special Supplemental Food Pro-

gram for Women, Infants and Children.
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With permission, I will t of the printed statement
whichlmgivenyoum I believe, most of you probably
have before you.

The National Association of WIC Directors represents the State

tions, Rico, the Vi Islands, Guam and the District of Co-
lumbia. ltmﬁtstc@tmin lmmaWde

managers other : collectively on
glmlfofthewm Itmom the adop-
tion of its bylaws in 19Nandthem at
its first na 6-9, 1984,

celebrate the 10th » Wo commaend the great accomplish-
ments of the program have been effectively attained since its
esinbiishment by a wise and faced with the

evaluations documented that for both nonwhite and white partici

less
rates fo WIC mothers. This is a sig
r comparable non- IM

niﬁmntﬁncmbecaminfant is the

of death in country and a low weight infant is 20 times
more likely to die than a normal one.

Other findings in the Missouri include the fact that WIC
pamﬂmtshadiisniﬁcanuyhngw of pregnancy, were
more ly to have a full-term . Also the mean birth-
weight increased with increased W Six months
basically was needed for significant positive ts. It was further
dehtfml?edthatoutthmmemmmposiﬁwgm-
whites, for those with short ing between pregnancies, older
mothersandforthosewithmmplimﬁm_smmllasheav-

ier mothers.

That the GAO report could not be more conclusive was not nec-
essarily indicative of deficiencies within the The lack of
conclusive evidence was miore a problem of of the studies,

Stat# studies, such as Missouri, versus the national study yet to be -

released, and particular methodological imperfections—primarily
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the difficulty of establishing the control group. The GAO itself
refers to these problems in underscoring the need to design and im-
plement better studies, not necessarily a better program.

Cohfident that the WIC Program has earned its in the field
of preventive health, the National Association of WIC Directors ad-
dresses itself to the basic concerns of legislative authorization and
funding as the program begins its second decade serving the health
and nutrition needs of women, infants, and children.

Congressman Bartlett this morning in the earlier hearing sug-
gested that the people who manage programs probably have a
better idea of what ought to into legislation regulations than
USDA and he was applauded. I think those people are wise..I also
think that the Congressman was wise this morning. So we, as State
directors and State managers, make 10 recommendations concern-
ing legislative authorigation and funding. Each recommendation is
covered with detail in our statement of concerns. I shall share each
recommendation with you with a minimum of comments. Later I
would welcome the opportunity to discuss them at your conven-
ience and at your request.

One, the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, In-
fants and Children should be given permanent authorization prior
to September 30, 1984. The logic for this recommendation is within
sound management principles and the need for administrative con-
tinuity. It is most disruptive for any program to have to deal with
legislative and regulatory changes each year. In many cases, it
takes the greater part of a year to implement such changes.

For possibly the first time in its 10 years of existence, WIC final-
ly has a method of funding and a fairly well refined set of Federal
regulations which assure some continuity and reflect some degree
of long-range planning.

Therefore, the association, confident of the effectiveness and
proven national acceptance of the program, recommends perma-
nent authorization.

Two, there should be no targeting of program benefits beyond
the revised proposed Federal regulations issued July 8, 1983—para-
graph 246.7(dX4) alternative C. There is an addendum to your
paper that shows the revision suggested by the National Associa-
tion of WIC Diyectors.

There are those who suggest that WIC should better target pro-
gram benefits to those most in need. The most in need generally
connotes those who are identified as exhibiting some type of medi-
cal, anthropometric or hematological risk. This argument compro-
mises the entire preventive nature of WIC. It argues that WIC
should be primarily therapeutic in nature. We find this trouble-
some.

During the past 10 years, health care literature has continued to
support the premise that prevention of health problems is cost-ef-
fective as well as humane. Thi: has been shown %oth in the private
and the private sectors. To 'imit WIC to therapeutic treatment
would be short-sighted and would only contribute further to our
current national dilemma, the continuation of spiraling health care
costs.
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atm' rhkrmivewmbeueﬁh.

Progmm
costs because too to other
e E e L
edundermmmm
*Administrative costs” Mhamisnomm;ﬁmthmabin—

operational

te and local have contributed in-kind re-

sources A 1978 State and local WIC programs found that

State and local in contributions—staff, office space, and so

forth—comprised ISandloparmtofthe.WStabeandloml

costs. However, as Staté and ocalpuhlichellf.b and Feder-

al funds have shrunk over mstSyuars,the to provide

\Eomm'mdwwmmmmum'm' -

r

ealth care¢ costs have risen faster than food costs, the base of the

20 ntduectservwesandoperaMalcostﬁmding.

ices are an investm nt in htghermedieal

Studies in Massach' ..tsangmv'“n hushownthatﬁantsof
WIC participating women have lower medical costs than infants of
comparable non-WIC women. These medical services, more often,
offset the cost of the WIC Program food and services. WIC not only
promotes good health, it saves money.

Therefore, we recommend that the minimum funding for direct
services and_operational costs be no less than 20 percent of the
total grant. The association believes that even a mxercenﬁﬁ
is Jusuﬁed but it leaves that decision to the wisdom

of those who are empowered to decide.
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Five, there should be no establishment of a limitation on State
agencies based solely on minimum participation levels.

Those currently su rt.mg a8 minimum size requirement for
State agencies use “higgoleve of administrative cost”’ as the argu-
ment against small State agencies. In reality, the un? State agen-
cies likely to be affected by such a requirement would be those op-
erating programs for native Americans. If actual dollar amounts
were reviewed rather than percentages, it would reveal that the
number of dollars are relatively small.

We feel that limiting State agencies to minimum sizes would
only affect services to native Americans. Native Americans have
unique nutritional needs and problems, we do not feel services to
this population should be sacrificed for the sake of minimal effect
in reai dollar amounts upon direct services and operational
moneys.

Six, administrative rules such as “processing standards’
and “public hearings” should be provided for in Federal regula-
tions rather than legislation.

As State directors, we greatly appreciate the concern of advocacy
groups that seek to more effective l‘gscont.iml program management

y writinf detailed client safeguards into enabling legislation. We
are equal g' concerned about possible rapid and dramatic deregula-
tion which could erode the quality of the program. We see the
question to be how to maintain quality control in the program,
without over controlling the program so that it cannot be managed
efficiently.

It is our opinion that these administrative policies can better be
addressed through Federal regulation. We are committed to the es-
tablished goals of the program and believe that with more flexibil-
ity we can reach the goals in a creative, nsible manner.

Now the legislative fundinﬁ, seven. The ;!ull commitment of $300
million fmcalegear 1984 supplemental should be honoreds with the
funds provided for enough gefore‘July 10, 1984, to avoid program
disruption. ’

To avert a severe crisis in the summer involving the possible
dropping of approximately 1 million participating clients during
July, August, and September, the commitment of $300 million sup-
%lﬁmental funding must be appropriated within the next 60 days.

e need is so obvious, we cannot rationally conceive that anything
less than the full commitment of Congress will be provided. We
commend the clear, definitive statement of the intent of Congress

- as expressed in passing the continuing resolution.

Eight, the fiseal year 1985 appropriations should be sufficient to
allow a 10- to 15-percent increase in the WIC caseload.

We applaud the Eﬂ support which hag been provided for the
WwIC Prggram. We believe that the program has proven the merit
of such wisdom. As we look to the future and the beginning of the
program'’s second decade, we believe that its future must be related
to both need and cost effectiveness. .

The Con ional Budget Office has stated that $1.471 billion
will be needed to maintain current WIC caseloads throughout fiscal
year 1985. Obviousli. the 1985 appropriations should be no less

y the CBO. However, we are sensitive to the
great number of persons in need of the program benefits who are
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essentially eligible for pregram participation which we cannot
serve due to limited funding. We are equally aware of the neces-
sary tension between program expansion and budget deficits. There
is no easy course. Hard decisions must be made.

As State directors, we feel wé would be irresponsible if we failed
to emphasize the great need for expansion of the program during
the next few years in an orderly, reasonable manner.

We recommend expanding the annual e(i)mgram authorivation
level by an amount equal to the determined inflationary increase,
plus 10 to 15 percent real growth per year. The real growth in-
crease would complement the department’s present funding formu-
la to establish equity based on need among the States and would
permit limited growth in the stabilized State agencies.

This pro is made in ?_ood faith that it will be a positive
factor in controlling future deficits. .

I have already referred to the GAO report on WIC evaluations.
There is evidence that WIC does have a positive effect in prevent-
ing more costly, long-term medical and health costs. Thus, as direc-
tors, we believe that pr?mm expansion providing positive benefits
may contribute to significant savings in future medical costs. This
would have a positive effect on reducing future deficits.

Nine, authorization for yearend fundinﬁeﬂexibilit , not exceeding
3 percent, should be granted to permit the most e ective manage-
ment and utilization of total funding.

Due to many uncontrollable variables, it is most difficult, if not
impossible, to utilize 100 percent of funding without risking over-
spending during the last 30 days or 60 days of the fiscal year or
cutting participation in that period to prevent overspending. For a
State to perform at less than 100 percent is to deny services to
those who need program benefits. Likewise, to underutilize total
funding because of imprecise control over variables could be inter-
preted that program funds are adequate or greater than need and
could cause unwarranted reductions in future funding. Therefore,
we reconimend that the State agencies be authori to exercise
management of flexibility for end-of-year funding to exceed the
grant by no more than 3 percent without penalty.

Finally, the Special Suppiemental Food Program for Women, In-
fants, and Children should continue as a categorical program
rather than being voted into a block grant.

We stand firmly on our belief that WIC's continued support has
been a result of its ability to be identified as a specific service and
to account for its effectiveness upon the nutritiopal well-being of
women, infants, and children. To those of us convinced that IC
will continue to prove its impact upon the health of our Nation’s
children, such identity is imperative.

The National Association of WIC Directors has submitted these
recommendations as a resource for governmental bodies and indi-
vidual legislators with confidence that their consideration and
adoption will enable the program to continue its good work. We
commit ourselves to responsibly manage the program, safeguarding
the accountability of Federal funds to maximize the benefits to the
women, infants, and children of this country.

Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Kitpee. Thank you, Mr. Blount. You mentioned that the last
time that you testified before this committee was in March 1981.
That is about the same time that Richard Lyng, the Under Secre-
tary of Agriculture testified. I think he told us, in effect, that the
WIC Program was too successful, that the need was greater than
had been anticipated and that,-therefore, it was getting too costly. I
really couldn’t follow that convoluted logic that the need was great
and therefore, the program’s funding would have to be cut.

Mr. Brount. Mr. Chairman, I was here that day and I, too, was
confused. I am glad to know that the chairman simed my confu-
sion.

Mr. KiLpgk. | can recall that day very, very clearly. I spoke to
him about that later. It confused the committee and caused a great
deal of consternation and some anger on the committee. So your
statert;ents both on that day and today have helped balance the
record.

Last week the administration testified in support of their propos-
al to extend this program for 1 year. What negative effects might
there be for the program, if it were extended for only 1 year? Any
of le"cm may try to answer or five your views on that.

r. BLounT. I would simply speak and let my colleagues do the
same, I think it bas already {:een stated very clearly by Mr. Zim-
merman—I know we have experienced it in ﬁisaoun-—a 1-year au-
t?orizatiotp ontlgbcmates t.th?e chaos because it freate:h a negat}ve
climate of instabiljty in rogram, particularly in the case of a
program like WIC t has gmonth certification. It takes you the
first half of the year to get the implementation and then the certi-
fications done in the second half are really done under a negative
cloud of uncertainty and creates a ps ho'lﬁieal climate that many
of the local agencies are afraid that tzgy ill put people in the pro-
gram and can’t sustain them and so participation goes down.

Mr. KiLoee. The appropriation process for the present year has
created some problem, b + it not?

Mr. BrounT. We will ve faced with a real problem if the appro-
priation, as | said, within 60 days is not clarified. As Mr. Zimmer-
man, again, said, and 1 concurred, if-you go beyond that—it takes
about 2 months’ leadtime on issuing food instruments. If the State
agency is without general revenue money to back those up, do not
know for sure of the amount of the Federal money, then you have
to start putting the brakes on prematurely.

Mr. KiLpee. Does anyone e{;e care to comment on what would
happen if we were to authorize this just for 1 more year? Mr. Zim-
merman?

Mr. ZimMERMAN. Mr. Chairman, as | mentioned before, the con-
sistently tardy or late grant award notices and year-to-year exist-
ence in terms of at least the grant award, has caused problems and
even as late as this year. For example, with job’s bill moneys, we
reached 140,714 participants in September and one of the reasons
we had a drop from September to October of almast 4,000 partici-
pants which were eventually returned to the program was that
many of the agencies that [ contract with could not continue to
support the level of staffling that I afforded through the job’s bill
moneys into the next fiscal year because I could not assure them of
sufficient funds to do that. So we had extremely large agencies,
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such as Philadel andotheragmciwthatwtstaﬂ'mdthm
fore cut their to provide services to just the current caseload
in addition to the natural attrition that occurs.

These sort of things g onatvarimﬁmesmtheyw What
happens is we have pi meworsttimeofthe

have this kind of confugior

good weather, the ofschnolandﬁningsof natmw'm

MrKans.Harveydoyoucareweommentnnthat?

Ms. Harvey. No,

erKn.anouwould&mbomﬁeM

This program is one that I think has been very successful

and because it has been successful we should make sure that we

continue to fund it at an te level. I have always been con-

cerned with nutrition. Ha taught high school for 10 years of

myhf I saw the importance of nutrition to children at that level.
's early years and the years whenawomanhhenringor

nursingadxﬂdmaboethe&yhn I think.

dangine s 12 and my.younges sum 18 11 1 o ey thapkful thet
ter ymmsum am very

we were ab letopt::ée wife and these children with proper

numumlmnymtmmhmthatmdthemand

children of America have that which my wife and children were

abletohaveAsamamberofthkeommiﬁeemdaMemherof&m-

gress, ] am determined to do people the tools to
make sure that no woman, no wmtt nutriﬁm
during those very, crucial ofschild’s

You are really involved in thatissoimpcrtuntthatxt
dwuldbeawpprndtyofﬁmnmt.&pwm when
DawStockmanhllslﬂm,“Ymhnveto these param-
eters of the mﬁmlwﬂlthatmeofﬂmmpbadmm—

istering
acceptfunding tations and that they, on the other end of the
avenue here in Washington, wmﬂdbemteradmbasofmeir
programs. Because mnt,verymn.nwmﬁﬂmmeuad-
vocacy as they should be, it’s people like yourselves who are clearly
oodadvomtas,thatmustmvaﬂupontheCongmmtodowbat
should be done for these very, very important people, the women
and children of this country.
Your testimony has been excellent. I have stayed here today be-

" Mr. Hayes, do ha\re questions?

Mr. Hayes. 1 (im 't really have a question, Mr. Chairman. I just
want to comment, as ve done, as to the good testimony that
we have heard from witnesses. Here again, we have got a good
example of people who are pointing out the value of the programs,
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particularly the WIC Program to women, infants, and children. But
at the same time, they point out the inadequacies of the funding
level in order to continue those kind of programs.

So I think the ball has again been passed to us in Congress and
what we can do about it remains to be seen. I have. my doubts.
Thank you.

Mr. KiLoee. Also, Mr. Goodling, who has been a strong member
of this committee with whom I enjoy working very much and who
has been very helpful on nutrition programs, he had a conflict this
morning—in his position he has many because he has many re-

~ sponsibilities in Congress. Mr. Goodling would like to submit some
written questions, icularly to you, Mr. Zimmerman, and we
will leave the record open for that purpose.
. Mr. KiLpeg. With that, the committee will stand adjourned.
.. Thank you very much. :
~  [Whereupon, at 12:06 p.m., on Tuesday, March 13, 1984, the su
committee was rned.)
[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]
CounCiL POR AMERICAN Privarte EDUCATION,
Washington, DC, April J. 195.
Hon. Care D. Perxins,

Chairman, Committee ot Education arnd Labor,
US. House of Representatives, Washington, DC,

Dzar Mr. CrairmaN, On behalf of the Council for American Private Education
(CAPE) 1 write to support H.R. 7 and to share our concerns about the Administra-
tion's FY 1985 budget proposals affecting child nutrition programs which, if enacted,
would eliminate many private school students from icipation in the Vederal
school nutrition programs. The Council for American Private Education (CAPE) rep-
resents, through its 156 member organizations, about 809 of all private schools.

First, we commend the efforts of the Chairman and the members of the Subcom-
mittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education who worked successful-
ly to increase the authorization and extension of several child nutrition programs,
including school lunch. There is, however, one area for which we would recommend
an improvement. The current §1500 ceiling on private school tuition for determin-

ing eligibility is on its face discriminatory ing it to $2500 (the ision in
the pending House bill) does not relieve that discri nndmgv:qmb&e
participation for private schoo! students. The Administration’s assumption

that students at such high cost achools come from wealthy families and are not in
need of a government subsidized lunch is wrong. It ignores the social and economic
composition of student bodies in schools which spend millions of dollars annually on
financial aid for low income families. Thus, thig provision has the effect of hurting
students Congress intended to benefit. We support the elimination of tha tuition
limitation altogether.

Also, as you are well aware, the President has proposed to eliminate the rt-
ment of Agriculture’s administrative authority for local school lunch and child nu-

trition programs. If enacted, this would, according to USDA's statistics,
affect approximately 175,140 students in 684 nonpublic schools who in 1981 partici-
puted in the school nutrition . It is unacceptable that in an attempt to

eliminate an "sdministrative burden” USDA is reversing a 38 year commitment to
serve needy children in nonpublic schools. The proposal wrongly assumes that states
will pick up the responsibility and provide services to nonpublic school studesnts.
The critical problem is that some states are unable to dv so because of constitutional
prohibitions agninst program administration. ..

We urge you and the members of the Committee on Educatisngrid Laber to take ,
action to prevent the Agriculture Department from elimmatin?ts responsibility to ©
serve nonpublic school students. . ) ' -

We respectfully request that this letter be submitted as part of the hearing record
on HR 7.

With all best wishes.

Sincerely, ’ - . e
Rossrt L. Smitu. Executive Df‘rgc-&?r.t

) ‘ ot
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